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PREPACE 


No responsibility should be assumed more gravely than the 
writer's duty to acknowledge his indebtedness to others. 

For the inspiration to undertake the problem which has been 
investigated in this thesis, no one is so responsible as Dr. 
Kenneth W. Clark. His own enthusiasm for textual studies has 
mede the world of ancient scribes an invitation to intellectual 
adventure for the modern student. His uncommon capacity for so 
valuing other personalities as to allow full freedom in the auest 
of truth, his unusual critical ability in discovering unsus- 
pected problems, and his willingness to spend long hours in help- 
ful counsel make his direction in research an encouragement to 
his students. No student really aspires to his teacher's pro- 
ficiency, but this writer sincerely hopes that the succeeding 
study will prove in some measure worthy of his teacher's scholar- 
ship. 

My thanks are due to Dr. Harold S. Murphy, Dr. Ke We. Kim and 
Dr. Hollis W. Huston, whose theses provided valuable background 
for portions of this study. Dr. Merrill M. Parvis, executive 
secretary of the International Greek New Testament Project, supe» 
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which greatly enhanced the accuracy and completeness of the Lucan 
apparatus. When the study was begun, Dr. Paul Schubert of Yale 
University was in charge of patristic research for the Project, 
and he indicated an immediate need for the study which has been 
undertaken here. 

The typing of the thesis in its final form was divided be- 
tween two pairs of hands, Mra. ¥W. F. Stinespring undertook the 
typing of Part IT. Mrs. Kenneth W. Clark assumed the technically 
difficult preparation of Part IT, I shall always be grateful to 
them for their labors. 

My mother and father were my first and most efficient teach- 
ers; there is no part of this thesis which does not owe much to 
them. And Mr. and Nrs. f. W. Burnett were so often friends in 
deed that the present writer must express the hope that this 
study justifies their confidence. 

More than all others, I must thank Ruth and Adena Suggs, my 
wife and daughter. What will always be to others a bound thesis 
on a library shelf, will be to them an object that required of 
them as much as it reauired of its author. Their cooperation 
and petience throughout this task was an essential without which 
it could not heave been completed. 

In gratitude to all of these, this work is submitted--what- 
ever worth it has, a lesson in our dependence upon others, 
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Chapter I 
TRTHODUCTION: ALM AED SIGHIPICAHCE OF THE STUDY 


This investigation is undertaken es a contribution to the 
study of the origin and history of the New Testament text. As 
the title would indicate, its primary sim is to ascertain end 
describe the type of text used by the famous historian, apologist, 
and Biblicel scholar, Eusebius, who was bishop of Caesarea in 
Palestine shortly after the beginning of the fourth century. 

This should include the setting forth of that text as fully as 
available critical texts will permit. The secomplishment of this 
task hes required the development and utilization of more ade- 
quate techniques for determining the meaning of patristic qota- 
tions from the Bible. 

Treated for too long as ea stepechild of the other Biblical 
disciplines, textual eriticism is today in a state of recrudes- 
cence and is enlarging the claim it once head upon the interests 


and energies of New Testament scholars, Since the time of West- 
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cott and Hort, fresh discoveries (such as the A. Chester Beatty 
Papyri) and new insights (such as the existence of the “Caesarean” 
text) have slowly accumulated to produce at the present time an 
awareness of the inadequacies of the results of nineteenth-century 
criticism. The opening of new frontiers in textual studies has 
become a challenging possibility--and indeed an urgent necessity. 
Por the time being, the transformation of this possibility into 
actuality is hindered by the complexity of the newer evidence at 
hand end by the need for intermediate studies of the component 
problems that prevent the resolution of the larger difficulties. 
These words of J. Rendel Harris, written in 1393, are even more 
appropriate for our own time than for his: 
The history of the text of the New Testament is the most per- 
plexing of the unsolved problems of the universe, and has almost 
as many missing links as the chain of life itself; indeed one of 
the foremost of the explorers who have investigated the growth 
and decay and transmission of its various types of text compared 
the examination of the relations of the various copies to a search 
for the registers of the humgn race since the emergence of Noah 
and his family from the Ark. 

An effort to attack the immediate problems of the text of 
the New Testament has culminated recently in the creation of an 


international project to produce a new critical apparatus for 


the New Testament text.* This project gives special significance 
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2, M. Parvis, "The International Project to Establish a 
New Critical Apparatus of the Greek New Testament,” Crozer 
Quarterly, XXVII (1950), 301-308, , 
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to all work which sheds light on the nature of the New Testament 
texts in use in specific localities and at specific times in the 
eerly church. In addition to their value in themselves, colla- 
tions of New Testament manuscripts in Greek, of the lectionaries, 
the versions, and patristic citations assume a place of more im- 
portance when the evidence of each is brought into relationship 
with all the svailable witnesses. The present study takes its 
place within this larger frame of reference and, therefore, its 
full value must be defined in terms of the importance scholars 
assign to patristic Biblical evidence in relation to the other 
sources of text-critical materials and especially in terms of 
Eusebius’ almost unique significance as a witness to the text of 
the late third and early fourth centuries. 

As for the importance assigned to the Biblical testimony of 
Pathers, it may be stated that in the opinion of most scholars 
patristic evidence is not of primary or even secondary importance 
in determining the original text of the New Testament. This may 
be ascertained by a brief glance at the table of contents of any 
standard introduction to the textual criticism of the New Testa- 
ment. It is customary for writers in this field to give first 
Place to the oldest Greek manuscripts, second place to the early 
versions, and only third place to the Fathers. There appear to 
be no grounds upon which to base an objection to this scheme as 
@ logical errangement of the materials of criticism. The evi- 
dence of the Fathers is of limited significance for the recon- 
struction of the original text, and it would be a mistake to 


accept their Biblical quotations as evidence without an ewareness 
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5 
of the weaknesses of such attestation. In chapter II it will be 
possible to detail the problems which are associsted with the 
use of patristic citations and to set forth the techniques em- 
ployed in this thesis with a view to overcoming them. 

But though we may recognize the limitations we must also ac- 
knowledge the positive function of the evidence of early Fathers, 
For, to say that the witness of encient writers is of tertiary 
importance is not the same as saying that it is of no importance. 
On the contrary, patristic sources contain information thet is 
not available to us even in the old papyri, Greek New Testaments, 
and versions. The failure of old manuscripts of the New Testa- 
ment to locate reedings geographically and chronologically mekes 
patristic evidence an indispensable part of the textual critic's 
data. To be sure, some manuscripts contein colophons which give 
this information, but almost without exception they are too late 
to be of any real service in the attempt to trace the early his- 
tory of the text. The most coherent, brief statement of the 
chief significance of such studies as the one undertaken here is 
this word from C, R. Gregory: 

HEtten wir alle griechischen Handschriften des Neuen Testamentes, 
die je geschrieben worden sind, vollst&8ndig vor uns, so brauchten 
wir nichts weiter, weder liturgische PBiicher, noch fibersetzungen, 
noch kirchliche Schriftsteller, denn dann lagen die Originale vor 
uns, und alle Abwichungen von ihnen wiirden nur geschichtlich- 
literarisches Interesse ffir uns haben, Htten wir sogar eine 
geordenete Reihe von sicher datirbaren griechischen Handschriften 
aus den Hauptst&dten der christlichen Sberlieferung und bis zu 
der Mitte des zweiten Jahrhunderts zuriickreichend, sao k§nnen wir 
fast alles sonst entbehren, Das ist aber nicht der Fall. Wir 
haben aus friherer Zeit nur wenige zerstreute Handschriften, 
hatifig gehen auch die Hltesten griechischen Handschriften 


auseinander, und keine von ihnen ist mit Sicherheit zu datiren 
oder an einem Ort zu binden.... Kbnnen wir aber einen kirch- 
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6 
lichen Schriftsteller fiir eine Lesart beibringen, so haben wir 
mit einem Male beides, Ort und Zeit, festgelegt.> 

The evidence of patristic citations is not confined, however, 
to "dating" and "placing" individuel readings. They may also 
shed a great deal of light upon the type of text in use at a 
given place, Studies like P. M. Bernard's on the Biblical text 
of Clement* are important, not only becsuse of the readings con- 
sidered individually, but primarily because all of his quotations 
taken together have a great deal to reveal about the use of the 
“Western” text in Alexandria, Kenyon remarks that Streeter's 
investigations of the text of Origen "deserve to be noted as an 


#5 "There are from time to time 


epoch in Biblical Criticism. 
books which mark a definite turning-point in the studies to 
which they relate. Streeter's Four Gospels is such a work in 
connection with the textual criticism of the New Testament."© 
Streeter's main contribution lay in the discovery that Origen 
used two different texts of Mark in his Commentary on John.” A 


brief outline of his argument and some of the relevant subsequent 





Stextkritik des Neuen Testamentes, Leipzig, 1902, II, 753- 
Minow of echelons. ft ta prababie & 


4nthe Biblicel Text of Clement of Alexandria," Texts and 
Studies, contributions to Biblical end patristic literature, vol. 
V, no. 5 (1599). (Cited hereafter as Rerna > texts and Studies, 


* 


5p, G. Kenyon, Recent Developments in the Textual Criticism 
of the Greek Bible, London, 1955, De 46. 


STbide,y De 4% 
73. H. Streeter, The Four Gospels, a Study of Origins, treat- 


ing of the manuscript tradition, source, suthorsnip, and dates, 
ourth Edition) London, 1951, chap. IV. 
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scholarly discussion of his conclusions will illustrate the 
high importance of patristic evidence. It wes Streeter's cone 
viction that since "Origen himself tells us that the first five 
books of the Commentary on John were written before he left 


08 and Since beyond Book Ten there are, out of thirty- 


Alexandria, 
two significant variants, "no less than 30"? supported by the 
"Caesarean Text," it is reasonable to suppose that after his 
arrival in Caesares Origen used the "0~Text," rather than the 
"Neutral" text which he had used in Alexandria. Lake soon 
pointed out, in a lengthy study of the "Caesarean" text, +? the 
fallacy in arguing in precisely this Panton, for, wnile the 
text of Origen changed at the end of Book Ten, his residence 
changed at the end of Book Five, This in itself only proved 


that Origen used a "Neutral" text briefly after he left Alexan- 





dria and then--for some reason--chose to make use of snother 
text for the remainder of his work. However, in further exam- 
ination of Streeter's contention, Lake cane to the conclusion 
that Origen may have used the “Caesarean” text even in Alexan- 
dria while working on Books I-V, 

The discussion engendered by these discoveries involved a 
number of scholars. It is probable that both Streeter and Lake 


claimed too much for their evidence, In 1946, K. W. Kim under} 





*thid., Pp. 92. Origen makes this statement at the becinning 
of Book VI in his Commentary on John. 


Streeter, The Four Gospels, ps. 94... 


10x, hake, Re P. Blake, and Silva New, “The Caesarean Text of 
the Gospel of Mark,” Harvard Theologicel Review, XXT (1928). 
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took an exhaustive examination of Origen's text of Matthew, 
wnich he hesitantly identified as skin to New Testament menu-~ 
scripts 1 and isse,tt Subsequently, Dr. Kim has continusd his 
Origen studies and his published conclusions may be summerized 
in this fashion: (1) Origen's text of Merk wes, as Streeter and 
Lake argued, "Caesarean"; (2) his text of Matthew was thet of 

the "poor" representatives of the "Caesarean" group (1 and 1582) 
in some works, while in others it was “Neutral”; (3) Origen'ts 
text of John never changed, but was "Neutral® throughout his 
life, 1? 

If the early stages of this discussion awakened ea fresh ape 
preciation of the importance of the Fathers in locating texts, 
the later developments by demonstrating the prematurity of those 
announcements have reminded scholars of the grest cere with 
which patristic citations must be used. RFR. Pe. Casey, in a paper 
read before a group of scholars assembled to organize the ime 
portent critical apparetus project, pointed back to the Origen 
studies a bit pessimistically when he noted that: 

The latest attempt at localizing a text through quotations has 


also met with strange mishaps. The so-called Caesarean Text 
was, in the opinion of its discoverer, Canon Streeter, first 








llene Matthean Text of Origen in His Commentary on John, 
Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Shicego, 1946. 


12"oricents Text of John in His On Prayer, Commentary on 


Matthew, and Against Celsus," Journal of Theological Studies, 
ew Series T TiSeay, 74.84, “Origen's Text of fctthes fn His 
ease Celsus," Journal of Theological Studies, Yew Series 
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9 
used by Origen after his removal from Alexandria, but this has 
proved not to be the case. Origen had emoloyed the same text in 
his commentary on Vatthew while still resident in Alexandria. 

Tt is not surprising that Alexandrian scholars, oarticularly 
Origen, were acquainted with more than one kind of manuscript of 
the New Testament.15 
But the pessimism in such a statement is over-drawn,. It is true 
that Streeter was not over-cautious in reaching his conclusion, 
and that one of the main resuits of his labor was to draw atten- 
ion to the need for more painstaking care for detail. However, 
the importance of investigating local texts, one of the basic 
points of Streeter's study, has not diminished but increased 
with each succeeding article in the "Origenistic debate." Pro- 
fessor Casey's last sentence in the above quotation is a priue 
exemple of the positive fruits that sometimes derive even from 
rash mistakes--for it may be seriously doubted that such sound 
scholars ss Streeter and Lake would have committed their errors 
if at that time it had not been “surprising that Alexandrian 
scholars, particularly Origen, were acquainted with more than 
one kind of manuscript of the New Testament.” Indeed, it was 
the surprising fact that Origen had changed texts in Mark which 
initiated the discussion; and Dr. Kim has indicated his belief 
that, at least in John, Origen habitually used only one text- 


type, however many manuscripts of the Pourth Gospel may have 





15x, P, Casey, "The Patristic Evidence for the Text of the 
New Testament" (chap. III), in Me M. Parvis and A. P. Wikgren 
(eds.)}, New Testament Menuscript Studies, the materials and the 
making of a critical apparatus, Chicago, 1950, p. 71. 
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Origen's refusel to abide by the "laws" may constitute ad» 
ditional proof that the “lewe" (chiefly, the categories defined 
by Westcott and Hort) need to be revised. If the patristic 
texts seem to us to be confused, it may be only that wa Leck at 
present the hypothesis that will bring order out of the cheos of 
ell our witnesses; and it may well be that this situation diss 
closes en edditional velue in patristic studies for New Testae 
ment eriticiam, For oxemple, the present writer does not heve 
at hend the date to eveluate Kim's conclusions with respect te 
the text of Opigen, But if Kim's coneluaions sre beaed on ade« 
quate information, then eritical scholars are confronted with a 
problem et least as large es that of Origen’s change of Merken 
texta: namely, how it happened, in a day when tre Frour-fold 
Gospel wae oateblished, that e Father's text was not uniform 
throughout the gospels and that each book reflects a different 
textusl history, Such petristic prevlema are not iikely to 
provide the final key for unlocking #11 the mysteries of the 
history of the Hew Testament text; yet the Fathers nay be ap~ 
proached with an open mind, Their evideace may not only con- 
tribute to an understanding of the jew Testament text eas it is 
viewed by modern eritica, but also suggest questions thet chal- 
lenge theories end shake the foundstions of the present critical 
structure, The old categories have been retained in recent 


years Llergely because of the eritic's fear of doing without a 
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1L 
structure for a while until new cornerstones can be hewn out of 
the great mass of material that has come to light since Westcott 
and Hort set Vaticanus at the “head of the corner." These cate- 
gories may be retained in practice when some standard is required 
for evaluating new material, but there is no longer adequate 
ground for supposing that they are theoretically exact. The 
advisability of using patristic evidence in a more significant 
way was suggested as early as 1901 by F. C. Conybeare, in an 
article written for the Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche 
Wissenschaft und die Kunde des Urchristentums.!5 A second arti- 
ele with a similar theme was soon contributed by Conybeare in 
The Hibbert Journal.16 In the latter article Conybeare directed 
his attack against the popular opinion that there has been no 
doctrinal alteration of New Testament passages. He cited three 
Places in which the correct reading has been virtually lost, 
Mt. 1:16, 19:17, 28:19. The most important of these is Mt. 29:19 
where, according to Conybeare, in opposition to the trinitarian 
baptismal formula of the Textus Receptus and all other manu- 
script witnesses, Eusebius eighteen times reads nopevdevtec 
paSyntevoate navta Ta ¢Ovn ev Tw OvVOaTL OV. But three 
times, all later than the Council of Nicea, Eusebius used the 


accepted form. From this Conybeare concluded hastily that the 





15"~ne Eusebian Form of the Text Matth, 28.19," IT (1901), 
275-288, : 


16"three Early Doctrinal Modifications of the Text of the 
Gospels," I (1902-1903), 96-113. 
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triniterian formula became the standard reading because of and 


after the Council. He optimistically prophesied: 


The best chance of recovering these ancient but discarded read- 
ings is to apply ourselves to the fathers,... It may be con- 
fidently predicted that when the Greek and Latin fathers who 
wrote before 400 have been more carefully edited than hitherto 
from the best codices, scores of old readings will be restored 
in fhe text of the ¥,. T. of which no trace remains in any Greek 


Very recently, a French scholar, M.-E. Boismard, has argued 

that the pre-fourth-century Fathers exhibit at times a text 
which has an entirely different tradition from that of the manu- 
scripts, and argues for the appearance of a new manuscript tra- 
dition in the third or fourth century.!8 He feels that patris- 
tic and versional evidence should be allowed to exert more ine 


fluence on the critical text of the New Testament: 


Peut-étre nos éditions critiques modernes ont-elles le tort de 
dégliger le témoignege des versions et des Péres; ou plus 
exactment, de ntaccorder une attention au témoignage des versions 
et des Pires que dans la mesure oh ceux-ci viennent corroborer 
le temoignage des manuscrits. Ctest admettre % priori le 
principe que toute legon aue ntest ,pas attestée au moins par 
quelques mss grecs doit etre re jetée. Peut-étre la Critiaue 
Textuelle pourraiteelle se dégager de L'impasse ou elle semble 
arretee en ce moment si elle arrivait & se libérer de ce pré- 


jugé.19 





L7Ypide, De 113. 


18"critique Textuelle et Citations Patristiques," Revue 
Biblique, LVII (1950), 333-408, 


a 19"tectio Brevior, Potior,” Revue Biblique, LVITI (1951), 
8. ya fly , 
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13 
Boismard concentrated his attention upon variants in the Fourth 
Gospel, and results in other books might be less marked. While 
the appearance of a new manuscript tradition of such a radical 
character is quite possible, he has perhaps claimed too much on 
too few citations. Nevertheless, his evidence does suggest that 
patristic quotations, unsupported by Greek manuscript evidence, 
may have unusual importance. 

Westeott and Hort were not unaware of the fact that, in some 
cases, the original reading has been preserved in patristic cuo- 
tations only. Clement of Alexandria, in their view, preserved 
the correct form of Heb, 11:4 against all the other evidence 
available to them, “The reading of the best MSS is apparently 
a primitive error, due to mechanical permutation, the true 
reading being that which Clem. alone has preserved. The common 
text, an easy correction of either of the other readings, gives 
substantially the true sense.""° Por Westcott and Hort, how- 
ever, Clement's evidence merely bolstered a conjecture they 
based on essentially other grounds. 

Many unique readings in a petristic source may be, not copy- 
ists' errors, but genuine variants whose validation awaits only 
the discovery of new papyri or perhaps only fresh collations. | 
Kenneth W. Clark has pointed out that, for the most part, the 





mn Onna: Westcott and F. J. Ae Hort, The New Testament ia 
e nal Greek, Introduction and Appendix, New York, 1582, 
"Appendix, p. 151. (Cited hereafter as Westcott and Hort.) 
The readings are: evtw Tov 8eov (Clement); «avTov Tov 
Geovs avTov tw ew. Clement now has the support of P15, 
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4,500 known witnesses to the Greek New Testament are as yet 
"mere numbers in a list."*l Moreover, Dr. Clark indicates that 
the two hundred and fifty fragmentary papyri and uncial manu- 
seripts prior to 1000 A. D. actually constitute only “about 
fifty witnesses of significant length."?? This means that our 
knowledge of the New Testament text will always be too fraction- 
al for us to despise the independent witness of the early Fathers. 
Several Eusebian readings which are attested only by papyri dis- 
covered since Tischendorf demonstrate the importance of collect- 
ing the full testimony of the Fathers; they are given at another 
place in this study.” 

This is simply another way of saying that patristic evidence 
is sa part of the total body of data that must be considered in 
shaping an adequate theory of the history of the New Testament 
text, and that this evidence must be allowed to bear its own 
witness whether or not it conforms to conventional textual opine 
ion. Above all, it should not be forced to witness to one known 
text when, in fact, it witnesses to none. To some extent, the 
attitude expressed in the foregoing sentences represents an ene 


largement of the traditional view of the place of patristic 


citations in the study of the text of the New Testaments; but it 





21ehe Manuseripts of the Greek New Testament” (chap. 1), in 
Parvis and Wikgren, New Testament Manuscript Studies, p. 2. 


22Tbid., De 4. 
25Part II, "Text and Apparatus.” See especially examples 


aan testimony in variants located at I Cor. 1:24 and Gal. 
215. 
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15 
is based upon s realistic evaluation of the present status of 
textual investigation, in which all results are tentative at 
best. 

The value of the present study may be further stated in terms 
of ERusebius' special importance as a witness to the New Testa- 
ment text. Eusebius, more than any other writer of Christian 
antiquity, represents a bridge between the time when Christian- 
ity was a religio illicite and the age of its triumphant estab- 
lishment as the religion of the Empire under Constantine. Born 


25 within his life-~ 


around 265,°* Eusebius died in 339 or 3540, 
span, the Church experienced varying fortunes in its relation- 
ship to the, secular world--from persecution to dominance, and 
was edi led) boon to address her apologetic, now to a tolerant 
world, now to one that was hostile, finally to one that was 
friendly. Eusebius shered these experiences, first as a Pales- 
tinian Gietbtien and from about 3135 as bishop of Caesarea,~© 


Several historicel developments during this period need to be 


mentioned as perhaps having some influence on the New Testament 





24an approximate date serves our purpose. For full state~ 
ments of the evidence, consult J. B. Lightfoot, “Eusebius of 
Caesarea,” in A Dictionary of Christian Biography, Literature, 
Sects and Doctrines; being a continuation Sf The dictionary of 
4 


the Bible' 11, 509 (hereafter referred to as Lightfoot, Diction-= 
ary of Christian Biography); A. C. MeGiffert, The i ore 
o. Sebius, translated with prolegomena and notes, in A Selec 
Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Sctkses of the Christian 
Chureh 


» Second Series I, 4. J. Stevenson, Studies in Musebius, 


25ueciffert, The Church Histor : i 
9 y of Eusebius, pp. 25-26, has 
a full presentation of the evidence, j i 


261phid., pp. 10-11. 
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16 
textual tradition, The first of these was the destruction of 
Bibles during the persecution under Diocletian. H.E. VITI.2.1°" 
reports the burning of scriptures in public; MceGiffert comments 
in his notes on the section that this provision for bookeburning 
in the First Edict (A. D. 303) "was entirely new, and was a very 
shrewd move, revealing at the same time an appreciation on the 
part of the authors of the persecution of the important part 
which the Seriptures occupied in the Christian Chureh."28 The 
task of replacing copies of the Bible which had not been rescued 
from destruction must have been enormous. The library at Caes~- 
area, which in the days of Pamphilus hed become a center for the 
production of Bibles, would join in this important labor. More- 
over, the final en He Constantine meant also a victory for 
the Church, the erection of new buildings, and the need for more 
manuscripts, In his Life of Constantine (IV.36), Eusebius in- 
cluded e letter which was written to him by the emperor request- 
ing fifty copies of the Bible for the churches of Constantinople, 
@ request which was eccompanied by the explanation that the 


Chureh wes receiving large additions to her membership in the 





27?he Ecclesiastical History is abbreviated H.R. for pur- 
poses of short reference. Other works of Eusebius are referred 
to by title, except in Part II. Where the reference is to a 
lengthy pessage, the information is given in this manner: H.E. 
VIII (book). 2 (chapter). 1 (paregraph). More specific refer- 
ences, when needed, take this form: H,E. 104 (page). 2 (line). 
Pageewand-line references are always from the critical editions 
listed below in chap. I15.pp. 45-46, 


28Ibid., pe 324, ne Ge 
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17 
emperor's city. It was a period in which manuscripts mst have 
been produced in great quantities throughout the empire. Hort 
affirmed that “two successive external events which mark the 
opening years of the fourth century, the terrible persecution 
under Diccletian and his colleagmes and the reaction under Cone 
stantine, doubtless affected the text not less powerfully than 


the Canon of the New Testament.""* 


He regarded these two events, 
the first of which reduced the supply of copies of the Scripture, 
and the other of which increased the demand for copies, eas large- 
ly responsible for the disappearance of local texts, the multi- 
plication of mixed texts, and finally the last revision of the 
"syrian" text.°° When a writer in such a period of change is 
recognized as the most eminent ekheter of his time (and Eusebius 
enjoyed this reputation), then knowledge of his text of the New 
Testament becomes anew important. 

A second circumstance which lends unusual significance to 
the study of the Fusebian text is the relationship of the his- 
torian to Pamphilus, the great Caesarean presbyter, librarian, 
and martyr, and-=through Pamphilus--to Origen, the most illus~+ 
trious scholar of Christian antiquity. The relationship between 


Eusebius and Pamphilus was one of unusual intimacy. After the 





2%vesteott and Hort, "Introduction," ps 139. Cf. FP. Be A. 
Scrivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criticism of the New 
Testament, for the use of Biblical students (Fourth Fd., Rev. 
by &. Miller), London, 1994, Ti, 265-266, 


SOvesteott and Hort, op. cit., pp. 137-141, 
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18 
martyrdom of his teacher, EvoeBtog Maupikov seems to have been 


the name that Eusebius adopted and used habitually. 


Eusebius speaks of Pamphilus in terms which show the utmost de-«- 
pendence on hims in one place he calls him "the best loved of 

all my companions," in another “my lord Pemphilus, for by no 
other title can I rightly call the truly divine and blessed man.” 
This title of “my lord” is, no doubt, the origin of the sneer of 
Photius, "Eusebius, whether slave or friend of Pamphilus, I know 
not." There is no evidence that Eusebius was slave of Pamphilus 
other than this passagéss.. A late author would have it thet 
Busebius was nephew of lax”. map but this statement is unsup~ 
ported by other evidence, 


In the Ecclesiastical History (VII.32.25), Eusebius plainly de- 





clares that it was during the episcopacy of Agapius that he be- 
came acquainted with Pamohilus; this statement ought to be enough 
to dispel the frequent question whether Fusebius might not have 
been the martyr's son. Whatever their ties, whether kinship or 
friendship, their labors together made them partners in scholar- 
ship, and Eusebius never lost the student's extreme admiration 
for a capable and understanding teacher, 

For our purposes the importance of this connection lies in 
Pamphilus' double dependence wpon Origen, He was, in the first 
instance, a product of the Alexandrian school, where he had 


studied under Pierius or Achillas°* and had become an admirer of 





en eh ee rs 


Slstevenson, Studies in Busebius, pp. 25-26. Lightfoot, 
Dictionary of Christian Biography, Il, 319, remarks that “it was 
either a bluncering Tree or am ignoble sarcasm, which led 
Photius (Epist. 73, Baletta) to suggest the explanation that he 
was 'the itave of Pamphilus.'™ 


52yeGiffert, The Church Bighaey of Eusebius, p. 321, n. 42, 
goes against the testimony of Photius, who declared that Pamphi- 
lus' teacher had been Plerius, 
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19 
Origen, Hisoperiod in Alexandria was followed in the second 
place by a succesaful career of teaching in Caesarea where Ore 
igen's name wee held in almost unique reverence, Despite Fuse- 
bius' glowing reports of his abilities, Pemphilus seems not to 
heve been a creative scholar, Eusebius has no list in either 


the Ecclesiastical History or the Martyrs of Palestine, of works 





by this men whom he regarded as the most virtuous of men. This 
omission cannot be explained by the supposition that such a 
listing would have been superflucus in view of the fact that 
Susebius had prepared a life of his teacher, The need for anoth- 
er explenstion mey be demonstrated by Husebius!’ treatment of the 
writings of Origen. In addition to the rather comprehensive 
treatment of the Alexandrian's works which must heave gone into 
Eusebius' and Pamphilus' Defense of Origen, end the exhaustive 
cetelog of Origen's books which was sppended to the historian's 
Life of Pamphilus (HZ. VI.52,.3)-~a list which he augmented by 
the addition of items attributed to Origen but which he hed not 
seen (H.E. ¥I.36.4)--he thought it not superfluous to mention 

in the Beclesiastical History (HE. VI.24, 25, 32, 36) a dozen 
of Origen's most important books, This strange silence of Buse- 
bius with respect to the writings of his martyred master seems 
hast exrvolained by the assumption thet Pamphilus wes not primarily 
& writer, but a coilector and interpreter of those who went bee 
fore him. We know beyond question of only one work for which 
Pamphilus was responsible-~-the Defense of Crigen, written in 
company with Rusebius (H.Z. VI.35). The publication of an 
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20 
edition of the LXX based upon the fifth column of Origen's 
Hexapla also has been attributed to the two Caesareans.°5 Ac- 
cording to the colophons supplied for Esther and zara in & by 
its Caesarean correctors, the text by which they revised Sinait~ 
icus was a copy “in the hand of the holy mertyr Pamphilus” based 
upon the Hexapla.°* But the tendency of such colophons to find 
their way into manuscripts with which they have no real connec~ 
tion and the pious desire of ancient churchmen to see on old 
manuscripts the fingerprints of their heroes require that this 
information be viewed with caution, and it is necessary in this 
matter to use words carefully. If Pamphilus and, with him, 
Busebius were connected with an edition of the LXX, it very 
probably goes beyond the evidence to speak of them as occupying 
"themselves with the text criticism of the Old Testament (Septua- 
gint se..." The text was Origen's., The publication of the 
fifth column of his Hexapla would require some imagination, a 


large amount of admiration for him, and a minimum of critical 





S3our euthority for this is not Eusebius, who makes the 
most of several opportunities to mention Pemphilus' love for 
the Bible but never mentions such an edition of the LX¥X. Modern 
scholars follow Jerome in this matter; cf, MeGiffert, The Church 
History of Eusebius, p. 35. 


S4Wilhelm Bousset, "Textkritische Studien zum Weuen Testa- 
ment,” Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchrist- 
118 a eee cees Archiv aie die von der kirchenviter-commission 

der preussischen Akade akedewte der Tissenssyert ten unternommene Aus- 
nal der ites christiichen Schriftstelier, %1 (1504), 45, 
gives the text of the long colophon in convenient form, 


55irwin Preuschen, “Eusebius of Caesarea," The New Schaff- 
Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, IV, "300. 
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21 
capacity.°S The task would be primarily one of publishing, a 
task for which the library at Caesarea was undeniebly well- 
equipped. It is important to understand the "Pamphilian edition 
of the LXX" in this way because, since the time of Hug,°? it has 
been popular to speak of an Origenian-Pamphilian-Eusebian recen= 
sion of the New Testament, as well as of the Old, An attempt 
to identify the "Codex Pamphili” by means of colophons found in 
the Euthalian apparatus was made by Bousset in 1994.93 Like the 
colophons of & this contains notices to the effect that the manu- 
scripts which have the Euthalian apparatus have been compared 
with the "best copies in the library of Eusebius Pamphili in 


Caesarea,"5? Ft, A. Robinson, in the most extensive examination 





56th HAE. VI.16, Eusebius discusses Origen's fexaple and 
Tetrapla, mentioning Origen's knowledge of Hebrew. s diffi- 
eult to understand why, if a Pamphilian-Eusebian edition of the 
LAX had been made, Eusebius failed to mention it, unless he 
considered it a mere copyist's task. One suspects that Pampohi- 
lus! chief contribution to the continued use of the Origenistic 
version of the LXX was the act whereby it became possible to 
refer to him as the "martyr" and thus to sanctify by his blood 
the labors of the unpopular creator of the Hexapia. E. Kloster= 
mann, Busebius Werke, III Band, 1 H¥lfte, Das Onomastikon, in 
Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei 
Ee Pe Xvi, Olters evidence for Pusebius’ use of the 


6exapla. 


37K, Lake, The Text of the New Testament (Sixth Edition, Re- 
vised by Silva New), London, 1949, p. 65. ; 


S8xousset, Op. cit., chap. IT. 


597, A, Robinson, "Euthaliana,” Texts end Studies, Contribu- 
ticns to Biblical and Patristic Literature, Vol. lil, No.ds 
Da SOs Obingon regards this quotation as spurious; it is 
found at the close of the Catholic epistles in one manuscript. 
A similar quotation is found in connection with the Pauline 
epistles in HF, 
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22 
of the Euthalian apparatus to dste, found Boussetts use of the 
Euthalian materials so uncritical that he pronounced the German 
critic one "whose judgement and accuracy are less praiseworthy 
than his industry,."49 Bousset'ts work has not won general ap~ 
proval, but by directing attention to the versions which contain 
the Euthalian apparatus it contributed to Blake's discovery that 
the Armenian and Georgian gospels are excellent witnesses to the 
"Caesarean" text.*} Von Soden, apparently without reference to 
Bousset, seems to have returned to Hug's position and identified 
his own I text with one which “Origines herausgearbeitet und 
Pamphilus und Fuseb herausgegeben. "42 The close relationship 
of Constantinople and Antioch, the center of Von Soden's K 
recension, taken together with the knowledge that Eusebius sup- 
plied Constantinople with fifty I (?) codices, explains for the 
German critic the impurity of the I text and the presence in it 
of a large K element, 45 Following the colophon contained in the 
EButhalian apparatus of HePaul, Hans Lietzmann confidently iden~ 
tified New Testament manuscript H with the Pauline text of 


Pamphilus.** von Soden, however, listed H«Paul among his H=text 





40Tpid., De 736 


41x. take, Robert P, Bleke, and Silve Hew ra 
Ke - » 1 ew, Harvard Theolog-~ 
ical Review, XXI. i j 





42pie Schriften des neuen Testaments, in ihrer Bltesten er- 
reichbaren Textgestalt hergestellit aut Grund threr Textge- 
schichte, GBttingen, 1911, 1 Teil, Ti Abteilung, p. 1S0e. 


anenaneneneamanmnnel 


45144. 
44rsnfihrung in die Textgeschichte der Paulusbriefe, An die 
Romer, in aa Neuen Testament, Tibingen, 1933, ae 
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witnesses, *° 
There has been, in addition to these considerations, a 

special line of textual investigation which gives added point 
to this study. Largely due to the investigations of Lake and 
Streeter, a new textual family has been defined and has come to 
take its place alongside the textual categories of Hort. In ad- 
dition to Neutral, Alexandrian, Western, and Syrian, it is now 
possible to speak of a Caesarean text, *9 Through recent research 
this newest text hes suffered the indignity that had already 
been imposed upon its established rivals--that is, it has been 
enclosed in quotation marks, which ere written to indicate that 
the "Caesarean" text, like the "Neutral" and "Western" before 
it, is a convenient, but somewhat uncertain, category of tex- 
tual character. Not to give a history of ell the research lead- 
ing to the identification and subsequent partial dissolution 
of the "Caesarean" text, but to outline the main lines of the 
work in this area that affects the study of the Eusebian text, 
it may be said that its most important phase was entered in 
1923. In that year Kirsopp Leake and Robert P. Blake issued their 
study of the ninth-century Codex Koridethi (9).47 lake here, 
for the first time except for Von Soden's unsatisfactorily broad 


classifications in his I group, defined the relationship between 





4 J cit., TI Teil, Pe XV¥e 


46mme recent Origen literature (see above, pp. 6-3) has 
been a part of this larger problem of the text of Caesarea. 


47"rne Text of the Gospels and the Koridethi Codex," Harvard 
Theological Review, XVI (1923), 267-286, 
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24 
the following three families of manuscripts: (1) von Soden's 
I® (exclusive of P and a few minor manuscripts), chiefly @ 23 
565 700; (2) Pamily 1349 (3) Family 13.4" ‘The best members of 
this newly identified “family-text" are 0, 5653; the members of 
the totel text-type have paleographical connections with Pales~ 
tine, specifically Jerusalem, and with Sinais "the family~-text 
is itself a combination of Western and Neutral readings. WNost, 
though not all, of the great Western interpolations are absent, 
but there are sbout es many Western readings of the less strike 
ing type es there sre Neutral reedings."°° 

There eppeared in 1924 B, H. Streeter's The Four Gospels, 
& Study of Ort ins,°! which included a chapter entitled "The 
Koridethi Ms. and the Text of Caesarea," one of the most sige 
nificant chapters in recent literature on the New Testament text. 


Streeter argued in that chapter for the Ceesarean provenance of 





48rnis family was discussed by K. Lake, "Codex 1 of the 
Gospels and Its Allies," Texts and Studies, contributions to 
Biblical and patristic literature Yol.e Vit, noe 3 T1908), where 
he> had elready recognized thet 6 relationship existed between 
these three families of manuscripts, Von Sodents discovery of 
@ provided the key for further and closer definition. 


*9one Ferrar Croup, identified originally by %. H. Ferrer, 
A Collation of Four Important Menuscripts of the Gospels: with 
& view to prove their common origin, and to restora the text of 
their aeeneriEe ted. Ts Re Rpbotey. London, 1877, An improved | 
amily ext of Mark has been published by K. and S. lake, 
"“Femily 13 (The Perrar Group), the Text eccording to Mark with 


a Collation of Codex 28 of the Gospels,” Studies and Documents, 
XI (1941), 


50r ake and Blake, Harvard Theological Review, XVI, 285. 


Slane book has run through several editiona end many print- 
ings. Kenyon's appraisal of its importance is given sbove, pe Se 
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Lake's "local text" and identified it with the text of Origen 
and Eusebius,” In his Appendix 11,5 he extended the limits of 
the text to include tertiary witnesses NZ0% (the purple manus> 
seripts), family 1424 (Von Soden's wi, which contains no less 
than thirty manuscripts, distributed over four sub-families), 
and X©°, Whereas Leake had spoken cautiously of the "family-text 
of Mark," Streeter spoke of the "Caesarean text of the Gospels." 

These preliminary excursions into the locale of the newly 
discovered text were followed by a systematic discussion of and 
attempt to reconstruct a portion of the "Caesarean" text of Mark, 
a work in which K,. Lake and Blake were joined by Mrs. Lake (then, 
Silva New).°* For our purposes, the chief contribution of this 
study beyond the reconstruction itself, was a collation of 


Markan passages from the Demonstratio Evangelica and the Syriac 





Theophania of Eusebius, which "prove beyond doubt that the text 
used by Eusebius in writing these books was the same as thet 
found in a slightly corrupt form in family 6."°5 significant 


also was Blake's recognition of the Caesarean character of the 





52r tke Von Soden (vide supra, p. 22), Streeter, The Four 


Gospels, pp. 102-104, explained the mixture of this text with 
the text of “Lucian” as due to the interaction of the “Antioch- 
ian” text with the "Caesarean" text of the fifty manuscripts 
Eusebius sent to Constantinople, 


S51mnid., pp. 572-5291. 


S4uarvard Theological Review, XXI. The article contained 
a reconstruction of the "Caesarean" text for Mark 1, 6, li. 


55rnid., Pe 278, They felt that the azsreement was better 
than could be expected “in view of the accidents of trensmis- 
sion" (p. 285). 
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Old Georgian, the (extinct) Old Armenian, and the Palestinian 
Syriac. 

In 1935, the main line of discussion turned to patristic 
(that is, Origen's and Eusebius') evidence for such a text. The 
Kusebian debate is particularly important. R. V¥. G. Tasker 
touched off the debate with an article which flatly denied that 
Eusebius! New Testament text was "Ceesarean."°© He concluded 
his analysis by declaring, "The text of XB has more right to 
be called the Caesarean text used by Eusebius than Fam Q.887 
Streeter replied immediately that Tasker had failed to under- 
stand the nature of the Caesarean text, and that its intermedi- 
ate position between “Neutral™ and "Western" authorities was 
sufficient explanation of the phenomenon observed by Tasker, 
who had noted that "Caesarean" witnesses were almost never alone 
in their support of Eusebius.9°2 Streeter appealed to the Chester 
Beatty papyrus (p45) as an example of this type of mixture.°? 

This turning to p45 is, in retrospect, a bit ironical, but 
at that writing the papyrus had been before the scholarly world 


only two years. Sir Frederic Kenyon's identification of the 





56"Pne Text Used by Eusebius in Demonstratio Evangelica in 
Quoting from Matthew and Luke," Harvard Theological Review, 
XXVIII (1935), 61-67. ae 

S7tpid., pe 67° 


The aesarean Text of atthew and Luke s a ar aS 
58n GC it as Harv ad Theologie 
cal Review, XXVIII, 231-235. 


“9thid., pp. 234-235. 
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WSO appeared at first to strengthen 


papyrus text as "Caesarean 
the position of those who had been working on the new text. ‘The 
papyrus had, however, already indicated that the text was in 
Egypt early and that the name “Caesarean” might be as unfortu~ 
nate for designating a geographical origin as the term "Western" 
had proved for the witnesses grouped under the latter head by 
Westeott and Hort. 

Factually, the impact of p45 was to prove more serious than 
this, The Lakes were among the first to arrive ata revised 


p*5 and to comprehend its meaning for the "Caesarean" 


estimate of 
text. ©! The papyrus had not only altered the provenance of at 
least a portion of their "9-Text,” but it even required a sub- 
division among the manuscripts which had formerly been assigned 


to the text, p4° 


and its best supoorters (W, 28, Family 1, and 
Family 13) could no longer be spoken of as "Caesarean"; they 
represent a distinct and earlier type of text which must now be 


a62 These "poorer 


referred to as “Egyptian” or "pre-Caesarean. 
witnesses" to the text of Caesarea were actually superior wit- 
nesses to an earlier text. Only @, 565, and 700 could now be 


called “Caesarean” with any confidence, They declared: 





60p 2 y 
ts Gospels and Aces Text, in The Chester Beatty Biblical 
Papyri, deser ons and texts of twelve manuscripts on papyrus 
of the Greek aibis, Fase. il, London, 1935, DDe Ki-xix. 

6lx4rsopp and Silva Lake, “Some Recent Discoveries," Reli- 
gion in Life, V (1936), 89-102. 


62tbid., pe 93. 
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It is sometimes forgotten that “Caesarean” is merely the name 
given to the type of text used by Origen and Fusebius in the 
Gospel of Mark. The ultimate standard is the quotation in Ori-« 
gen and Eusebius, and the fact that these Caesarean writers used 
it justifies the use of the term Caessrean.e.. Thus 565, @, 700 
and the Georgian sare the primary authorities for the text used 
by Origen and Husebius, and when a long quotetion is found, such 
as for Mark 14.66-72a, it appears that @, 565, and 700 give an 
extremely good representation of the text used by Eusebius in 
Caesarea, so that the text of Origen and Eusebius can be pieced 
out by the readings of 0, 565, ete., when patristic evidence is 
imperfect or absent,63 


64 points out that the Lakes were anticipated 


Bruce M, Metzger 
in the bifurcation of the old group by Teofilo Ayuso, °° 

The complex character of the "Caesarean" text has received 
further emphasis in other studies. F. ©, Surkitt dissented st 
the very beginning (1925) from the opinion of Streeter that the 
"Caesarean" text was a genuine unity. © J. Fe. Me Baikie, in a 
Cambridge dissertation, “The Caesarean Text Inter Pares," dis- 
covered a divergence of "Caesarean" witnesses of such serious- 
ness that he regarded whatever unity they displayed as one of 
"influence rather than origin,"°? C. C,. Tarelli, efter acknowl- 





S3rptd., pe 92. 


S43ruce My Metzger, "The Caesarean Text of the Gospels," 
Journal of Biblical Literature, LXIV (1945), 480-481. 


6Stirexto cesariense o pre-cesariense?" Biblica, XVI (1935), 
569-415, cited by Metzger, op. cit., Dp. 490. ; 


S6#Review of The Four Gost it Journal of Theolocical 
Studies, XXVI (1924-25), B7B-Sods pp. 284-888 are relevant to 
this discussion, “But the various readings of the crowd as a 
whole appear to me to have too many points of contact with the 
Old Syriac, with the geographically Western texts, and even 
fig Bh Alexandrian text, to be classed as a single witness" 

Pe s 


S%cited by Metzger, op. cit., pp. 475-476, The disserta- 
tion was written in 1935, 
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29 
edging the "Caesarean" support given P*5, doubted the "local" 
character of the text and its most important charecteristics: 
"All these considerations point to the conclusion that what un-~ 
derlies P*5 and its supporters is not a local text, but rather 
such a text as Von Soden imagined under the name THK, containing 
the elements of all later texts ‘tin their pregnant causes 
mixed, 68 The problem of the "Caesarean" text was approached 
from another angle by &. F. Hills who, after discovering that 
W was in agreement with the remainder of the "Caesarean" wit- 
nesses in less than 73 per cent of the variants of each individ- 
ual manuscript, concluded that © is almost as far from 565 and 
700 as B is from D and that the group actually consists of three 
families-~(1) 9, 565, 700, (2) Family 13, 28, Family 1, (35) W. 
The second of these groups is the best representative of the 
text, from which the others diverge in different directions.°* 
The inconsistency of Crigen's testimony to the "Caesarean" text 
has been the subject of a series of contridutions by K. W. Kim.’ 


Metzger describes the total impact of recent study on this prob- 


S8tmne Chester Beatty Papyrus and the Caesarean Text," Jour- 
nal of Theological Studies, XI (1939), 55. Similarly for Paul, 
Heinrich Seesemann, "Di Chester-Beatty-Papyrus 46 und die 
Paulustext des Clemens Alexandrinus," Zeitschrift flr die neu- 


testamentliche Wissenschaft und der Kunde der Blteren Kirche, 
XXXVI (L937), 9 > though Seesemann emphasizes “die srosse 


3 
Mannigfaltigkeit der Textilberlieferung in der Zeit vor den ver- 
einheitlichenden Hezensionen des IV. Jh.es. (p. 97)." 


69mm Inter-Relationships of the Caesarean Manuscripts," 
Journal of Biblical Literature, LXVIII (1942), 141-159. 


7Osee above, Pp. 8. 
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lem by saying: 


By way of summary, it must be acknowledged that at present the 
Caesarean text is disintegrating. There still remain several 
families--such as family 1, family 13, the Armenian and Georgian 
versions--each of which exhibits certain cheracteristic features, 
But it is no longer possible to gather all these several families 
and individual manuscripts under one vinculum such as the Caesar 
ean text. 


The centrality of Eusebius to any solution of the present 
problem of the "Caesarean" text led Harold S,. Murphy to under- 
take a study of The New Testament Text of the Demonstratio 
Evangelica.’@ His results may be summarized here. For Matthew, 
the text is "Caesarean"; contrary to Kim's opinion’? family 1 
and 1582 ere not the best supporters of Eusebius in Netthn. 


#75 


The Merkan text is essentially “Caeserean, as described by 


Lake, Blake, end New in "The Caesarean Text of the Gospel of 
Merk" ; 76 Eusebius! Iuke is likewise "Caesarean." 

A strong preponderance of fam 0 in close agreement with the 
Neutral and Western its the chief support of the Lucan text of 


the Demonstratio. 
A noteworthy fact is the high agreement of W with Fusebius' 





"lyournal of Biblicel Literature, LXIV, 483, 

7T2tnpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, Yale University, 1951. 

73 kim had expressed this opinion on the basis of a partial 
study of the Eusebian text of Matthew ineluded in his The 
Matthean Text of Origen in His Commentary on John, pp. 121-134. 

"4wurphy, OP. Cite, PD. 63, 75. 

"STbid., PP. 82-85. 


7Ese¢ above, p. 25, 
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text here, Table XIV exhibits the agreements of W with the 
several witnesses, All of the agreements of W come, however, 
in chapters one to twelve; none occur after this, though the 
number of readings is not great. W, it may be then coneluded, 
has retained a strong infiltration of Caesarean resdings in 
chapters one to twelve, 


». 


Murphy's investigation of the text of John was hampered by the 
fact thet "there are only twenty-two variants for the Gospel of 
John from the Demonstratio; and it is therefore a question 





whether any reliable statement can be made on the text of this 
bool, 78 The best support is from family 0, and once again W 
supports the femily end Rusebius well.’? As for the light that 
his study shed on the "Caesarean" text, Murphy conceived of his 


results as demonstrating two things: 


1) The text of all the Gospels in the Demonstratio is fam 63 
2) the evidence in luke end John does not support assignment 
of W to a pre-Caesarean type of text. As is generally known, 
P45, W, fam 1, fem 13 and 28 have been, of late, designated 
representatives of a pre-Csesarean type of text and séparated 
from the Caesarean text proper represented by 9 565 700 and 
the quotations of Origen and Eusebius. In the Demonstratio, 
mouerers the text of take and John finds leading support from 
We 


The tendency of this conclusion is toward s partial reunion of 
the members of the larger "Caesarean" family. 


A word may be added here about the relationship of the 





Tlvarphy, Ops Cites PP» 95, 96. 
T8tbidey pp. 102, 108, 

T8rpidey Pe 108. 

80rnid., pe 151. 
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present study to that done by Murphy. In the first place, the 
evidence of the Demonstratio has been used where possible to 
help determine readings in the portions of the text of Eusebius 
examined for this thesis. In the second place, the two studies 
are supplementary. The Synoptic material, the most bulky in 
the Demonstratio, is relatively scanty in the works of Fusebius 
used here, while the plenitude of quotations from John and Paul 
in the present investigation contrasts wi th the dearth of such 
quotations in the Demonstratio. In so far as critical texts of 
Eusebius! works in Greek are concerned, the present study come 
bined with that of “Murphy exploits the Eusebian sources to a 
greater degree than has been true to date of any Father of com- 
parable importance. No attempt has been made to intervolate 
the contents of Wurphy's thesis in this study. It has seemed 
better to let each investigation bear its independent witness. 
The present researcher believes that there are sufficient dif- 
ferences in method without complete divergence, to produce a 
more adequate solution. Moreover, Murphy used only quotations 
from the single wo rk, the Demonstratio Evangelica. Most pre- 
vious investigations of Eusebius have shared one weakness in 
method, recognized but hardly allowed for by Murphys > this 
has been that all the "Caesarean" manuscripts of the New Testa- 
ment, in their divergences from the Textus Receptus, have been 
regarded as one witness, whereas manuscripts of other classes 


have been treated individually. The fact that one "Alexendrian" 





Slinid., p. 62. 
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33 
and three "Caesarean" authorities support a reading may mean 
that the reading is a "Caesarean" variant taken into the “Alex. 
andrian" manuscript; it may also mean thet there are three times 
as meny witnesses to the "Ceessrean" text as to the “Alexan- 
drian" text. In effect, the method has meant comparing the 
best testimony of a11 the "Caesarean" manascripts with a few 
individual witnesses of the "Alexandrian" and "Western" classes, 

The importance of discovering as much as possible about 
Eusebius! text with respect to its affinities with known texte 
types is obviously great. It is essential to further progress 
in the leborious process of defining the true significance of 
the "“Caeserean text which has been the focal point of such ine 
tense investigation for the last thirty years. If we recall 
the words of Lake, "It is sometimes forgotten that 'Caesarean' 
is merely the name given to the type of text used by Origen and 
Busebius in the Gospel of Mark!"©2 we can see that it is pre- 
cisely the text of Eusebius which is in question, By way of 
anticipation, it may be stated here that the present study has 
not adopted this definition of the "Caesarean" text es final 
for all of the Gospels. Eusebius! text of Matthew, Luke, and 
John is not the text of 9 565 700 etc., and the practice of 
using "Caesarean" to refer only to the text of those. continuous-~ 
text manuscripts has been adopted in chapter ITI below. 


Perhaps no consideration of Eusebius! special significance 





S@religion in Life, V, 92. 
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34 
should weigh more heavily than his scholarship, particularly 
his Biblical scholarship. If we cannot place his critical in- 
terest in the text of the New Testament beyond doubt, at least 
there can be no question of his interest in the Bible as lite 
erature and as a source of Christian truth, While the special 
apologetic value of careful quotation in the Contra Marcellum 
prevents our taking that work as a demonstration of Eusebius’ 
habitual standard of exactness, his expositions of the care- 
lessness of Marcellus are sufficient demonstration of the fact 
thet some Fathers took considerably less pains in the matter 
of correct quotation than did Eusebius, A scholar who made an 
analysis of Eusebius! Matthean quotations to determine the dee 
gree of assimilation to 01d Testament parallels was high in his 


praise of Eusebius! practice in this respect: 


Consideration of these twenty sets of quotations in the Demonstr. 


Evang. suggests that Eus. usually took considerable care to be 
accurate in his quoting. We are not here concerned to trace 
his readings to their source, and even in the readings which 
appear to bear least relationship to the text which Fusebius 
claims to be quoting, it is often clear from the context and 
from the form of the quotation that he is quoting carefully. 


While it is true that the student is frequently disappointed 
with Eusebius! lack of concern for accuracy at this point or 


that, on the whole he is amazed and grateful when he finds the 





Bay S. Wallece-Hadrill, "An Analysis of Some Quotations 


from the First Gospel in Eusebius! Demonstratio Evangelica," 
Journal of Theological Studies, N. 8. I (1950), 168-175. 
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35 
historian opening the Bible for a reference he might have cited 
from memory. This roots essentially in Eusebius' pride in Bib- 
lical learning, a pride which reveals itself in his derisive 
comments about the sort of scholar who goes about "calling Solo- 
mon a prophet" and "giving the name 'prophecy' to Proverbs,"&4 
| Out of this Biblical interest came commentaries on Isaiah, 
Psalms, I Corinthians, Daniel, and--perhaps--luke, °° The Euse~- 
bian Gospel Canons represents his most enduring contribution 
to Biblical scholarship. Based in some way upon an Alexandrian 
harmony associated with Ammonius, the Canons factliteted cross= 
reference to parallel Gospel passages, The work consisted, 
first of all, of a series of numbered sections in each Gospel. 
Marginal reference to one of ten “canons"™ (tables) made it pos- 
sible by turning to the appropriate table to ascertain whether 
the section had a parallel in one or more Gospels and to dis- 
cover the section number in the other Gospel where such a par- 
allel existed. The system was especially valuable, since it 
permitted comparison, without requiring the disordering of the 


last three Gospels (as was necessary when the texts were set in 





84He is speaking of Marcellus, in Contra Marcellum, 13.1-3. 


S5the authenticity of the Commentary on Luke, which contains 
@ quotation from the Theophany, is "very doubtful; cf. A. Har-= 
nack, Die Chronologie der altchristlichen Litteratur bis Euse- 
bius, Zweite Teil, in Geschichte der altchristlichen Litteratur 
bis Susebius, Zweiter Band, p. 123. Berthold Altaner, 
Patrologie (Dritte Auflage), Freiburg, 1951, the standard 
rie reference work, does not list it among the "Biblische 
Arbeiten™ on p. 199, 
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36 
parallel columns) and without encouraging the kind of assimila- 
tion that a four-column harmony makes natural.°5 ‘The arrange- 
ment of sections in the Gospel of Mark effords some important 
information about Eusebius! New Testament, In New Testament 
manuscript 1532 there is a scholion, to which Streeter has drawn 
attention, which reads in the margin of Mark 16:8: "In some 
copies the Gospel ends here, up to which point also Eusebius 
Pamphili made his canons, but in many copies there is also found 
this."87 After the scholion is Placed the so-called long ending 
of the Gospel of Mark, Confirmation of the fact that Bussbius! 
copy of Mark ended at 16:83 is found in his direct testimony that 
the best manussripts ended with eoBovvto yap.°° This is a 
valued indication thet Eusebius possessed some critical faculty, 
although he preferred the “best” ending chiefly because it does 
not contradict the other Gospels. 

Gusebius' concern for the comparative study of the Gospels 
naturally suggests the question whether Eusebius was led by this 
interest to harmonize extensively. The answer to that question 


may be found in a study of Part II, "Text and Apparatus," where 





86o5ne of the best presentations of the "Canons" is to be 
found in P. H. A. Serivener, A Plain Introduction to the Criti- 
cism of the New Testament, I, 59-62. Summary treatmént of the 
material is given in most standard introductions to textual 
criticism, 





S7streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 33. 


S8serivener, op. cit., IT, 341, summarizes the evidence in 
these words: "The earliest objector to ver. 9-20 we know of was 
Busebius (Quaest. ad Marin.), who tells that they were not ¢€¥ G@-~ 
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it will be apparent that, while Fusebius may not be declared 
innocent of this charge so frequently levelled at patristic 
writers, he was. certainly not more, and probably was a little 
less, subject to the practice than others. In the two works ad~ 
dressed to Stephanus and Marinus, =Susebius discussed problems 
raised by discrepancies in the Gospel account; he sought to 
solve the problems and to reconcile differences, but was able 
to see the Gospels separately.°” 

The significance of the present study, then, lies in the 
investigation of the text of a Father of more than average ine 
terest, Eusebius commands special attention because of the posi-+ 
tion he occupied as the Bishop of Caesarea at a critical juncture 
in the history of the Church, because of his relationship to 
Pamphilus and Origen, because of his centrality to the problem 
of the “Caesarean” text, and because of his broad scholarship. 
Such were his capabilities that Gwatkin said: "For mere weight 
of learning, Eusebius is unsurpassed in ancient times, His own 
works cover an enormous range of history, spolozetics, critic*sm, 
and doctrine; and 6ver the whole of this wide field he never 


fails to show good sense and fair ability."°° 





894 gntfoot, Dictionary of Christian Biography, TI, 3383 
MeGiffert, The Church History of Eusebius, pp. 59-40, 

20" rysebius of Caesarea,” Lectures on Feclesiastical History, 
delivered in Norwich Cathedral, New York, 1897, p. 334. 
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Chapter IT 


METHODOLOGY: THE PROBLEM OF RECONSTRUCTING 
THE NEW TESTAMENT TEXT OF A FATHER 


The reconstruction of the New Testement text of a patristic 
witness is complicated by special problems which are unique to 
this branch of the textual criticism of the Bible, The testi-+- 
mony of continuous-text manuscripts, or of lectionaries, or of 
versions is clear, except for lacunse and defacements, Concern- 
ing gach of these sources the simple question may be asked: 
what are its relationships to other manuscripts of the same class 
and to the totel known witness to the New Testament text? But 
it is never necessary to raise the previous question: what does 
it say? Yet this is precisely the question thet must be raised 
most frequently in the study of the text of a Church Father. 

The student of the critical text of the New Testament is not 
primarily interested in the words which Clement or Origen or 
Eusebius wrote, per se; rather his interest is in what their 


Biblical exemplars contained. Furthermore, with whatever ex- 
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actitude a particular New Testament passage may appear to have 
been quoted in the Father's autograph, it must be remembered 
that every subsequent copyist issved a “new edition" of the 
Father which contained unique errors end emendations, There- 
fore the critic must assess cautiously the probability that the 
citation represents accurately the witness of the sncient Bible 
whose form he seeks. Every possibility must be weighed care- 
fully, end the reading must be criticized in terms of principles 
which are constructed to bring senetdie readings within the 
range of probebility--that is, by means of principles which 
counteract, in so fer as possible, the corruptions of the manue 
script tradition. 

The first need of patristic study, like the first need of 
New Testament study, is the analysis and presentation of the 
total manuscript evidence with a view to recovering the most 
dependable form of the Father's works, That is to say, the 
first requirement is to construct @# critical text of the Fa- 
ther's writings. The manuscripts we possess are nearly all 
separated from their autographs by several centuries; and, ine 
deed, our oldest New Testament manuscripts stand as a rule much 
closer to the ontatent than do the manuscripts of ancient 
writers. The problem is further complicated by the .fact that 


manuscripts of the Fathers were not likely to suffer corruption 





lsee Sir Frederic G, Kenyon, Handbook to the Textual Criti- 
cism of the New Testament, (Second Edition), London, 1912, p. 
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at any point so much as in their Biblical quotations. As Hort 
pointed out, it was a natural tendency for the scribe to “ecor» 
rect"the text of a patristic writer at these points to the stand- 
ard of the New Testament text with which he was most familiar: 
Wherever a transcriber of a patristic treatise was copying a 
quotation differing from the text to which he was accustomed, 
he had virtuelly two originals before him, one present to his 
eyes, the other to his mind; and, if the difference struck hin, 
he was not unlikely to treat the written exemplar as having 
blundered.* 

In manuscripts after the fifth century, the majority of these 
"improvements" upon the text of the Greek Pathers would be made 
by men'most familiar with the standard Byzantine text, 
Purthermore, even a cursory examination of a patristic work 
will reveal that an astonishingly large percentace of the evie 


Genee we heave from the Fathers is contained in the form of al- 


lusions to the New Testament text rather than auotations from 





the New Testament. Only a close examination of the context can 
bring to light any significance for textual criticism in these 
passing references. Fven more frequently the allusion hes no 
significance at all, consisting as it does of only one or two 
words set in an entirely new context. Busebius' Life of Con- 
stantine, to take an example, proves itself virtually valueless 


for the study undertaken in this thesis because the allusions 





“Westcott and Hort, "Introduction," pp. 202-203. Compare 
the general complaint about copyists in P. M.-J. Lagrange, 


Critique Textuelle, II, La Critique Rationelle, Paris, 1935, 
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contained in it simply indicate nothing about the nature of 
Eusebius! New Testament text. Many, though not all, allusions 
to Biblical quotations found in Eusebius! works have had to be 
written off as contributing nothing to our understanding of his 
text except to attest his knowledge of the verse in question in 
some form, Since few verses as a whole are in question as re«€ 
spects their presence in the primitive text, it has not been 
thought necessary to inelude such references in the main body 
of this study. 

To the problem of the text of the Father's work, and to 
that of loose citation, must be added a third that becomes ob- 
vious upon brief acquaintance with an early Christian writer. 
This is the unfortunate fact that ancient FPathers, like modern 
preachers, cite passages from memory at least as often as they 
look for their quotations in a seroll or codex, Westie calls 
attention to the fact that Clement of Alexandria quotes "“Mat~ 
thew xviii.3S in four different ways. He quotes Matt. v.45 six 
times, and only once accurately." In the gospels, quotations 
from memory tbha’ tate harmonized and it is often slmost ime 
possible to determine to which gospel the citation is supposed 
to refer (if, as a matter of fact, the Father even intended his 
quotation to be exact). An instructive example of a’ similar 
phenomenon in connection with quotations from the epistles is 


to be found in Eusebius! Contre Marcellum. Within a few lines, 





Smperhard Nestle, Introduction to the Textual Criticism of 
the Greek New Testament (Eng. tr., William Bdie), New York, 1901, 
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Eusebius alludes rather fully to Galatians 1:9-9 in three cita« 
tions; no two of the quotations ere identical; and two of them 
conflate vss. 8 and 9--an error so natural that it escaped even 
the editor of the critical text." No problem in connection with 
the proper use of the Fathers as evidence for the text of the 
New Testament is more acute than these memoriter citations. Not 
the smellest difficulty they raise seppears at those important 
points where they diverge from the Byzantine text, for here the 
student is tempted to cite as a genuine early variant what in 
point of fact is nothing more than an unconscious harmonization 
or a reading due to a faulty memory. 

In addition to these "accidental" variants, readings occur 
which appear to be intentionally original with the Father. As 
a class such readings can be treated in accordance with the same 
principles which govern unique quotations of any kind. If the 
context suggests a "motivated alteration,” the word or phrase in 
question may be taken into the text of the writer with less ase 
surance than other unique readings which by the same standards 
seem to require inelusion. It is almost never possible to say 
with assurance that the elteration is due to the Pather rather 
than to some eet betake had a hand in revising the text upon 
which the modern reader depends for his citation, unless the 
context places it beyond question, Leon E. Wright, in a small 


book which suggests thet such intentional alterations of the 





tcontra Marcellum 3.1, 3, 303 6.20. 
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45 
text were more extensive than is sometimes supposed, writes, 
"According to the motivation prompting them, they will be seen 
to fall, for the most part, under the following headings: Eth 
ical and Practical, Explanatory, Stylistic, Dogmatic--along with 
such additional orders to this classification as may emerge in 
the course of investigation," Yet, it need not be supposed 
that even dogmatic alterations were always inventions, The 
Pathers were aware of readings which were not present in the 
manuscript at hands; occasionally, a “motivated” variant in a 
patristic text may be due, not to the deliberate alteration of 
the Scripture by the writer, but to the Father's conviction that 
the "correct" reading must be the one which is in accord with 
his argument. "Stylistic" alterations constitute the largest 
class of intentionel changes in a patristic source, When Bib- 
lical quotations enter into a Father's work, they may require 
grammatical adjustment. For example, in de Ecclesiastica Theo~ 
logia 99.23 and again in 163.7 Eusebius quotes John 4:24 ( TvevuG 
© Geog) with the addition of yao after mvevua « This addi- 
tion was necessary to weave the quotation into the fabric of 
Busebiust literary creation; it certainly was not intended to 
alter the form of the verse and it is such a simple addition 
that it is obviously without significance for the Biblical critic, 





*a1terations of the Words of Jesus as Quoted in the Litera- 
ture of ¢ cond Century, Cambridge, Mass., 1952, p. 14. 
Wright does not give enough attention to the influence of a 
living oral tradition in the century of his investigation. 
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44 
Considerations of syntax sometimes require the removal of con 
nective particles from the Biblical quotation, or the substitu- 
tion of participles and infinitives for finite verb forms and 
vice versa, or the alteration of the case of substantives, and 
oecasionally the transposition of words. The frequency of 
variation of connective particles is so great that in the pres- 
ent thesis such differences have been ignored except where con» 
sideration of context required their recognition. 

Reminders of such dangers es these bulk so large in the 
literature on the use of the Fathers in New Testament text~ 
critical studies that there might appear to be some question as 
to the advisability of admitting patristic evidence at ell. "It 
may well be seid," wrote J. M. Bebb, "that if so many precau~ 
tions have to be taken in the use of Versions and patristic ouo- 
tations, it is an open question whether they will repey the 
labour spent on them."© The answer to this query is provided 
in Chapter T, where it was urged that such evidence has unique 
services to perform in textual science, Hort believed that, 
under the proper elroumstances, even allusions may be of great 
importance.” 

We may now shied: ant to a more specifie discussion of method« 


ological considerations in dealing with church Pathers as au- 





Senne Evidence of the Barly Versions and Patristic Quote- 
tions on the Text of the New Testament," Studie Biblica et Ec- 
clesiastica, II (1890), 234, 


"Westcott and Hort, “Introduction,” p. 111. 
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45 
thorities for the text of the Bible. Attention was drawn ear~ 
lier to the fact that the textusl tradition of a patristic 
writer may be quite as corrupt es that of a late New Testament 
manuscript. Where good critical editions are avsilable this 
problem may be considerably lessened; and, in general, citations 
from such editions sre of much greater value than earlier edi- 
tions based upon the readings of fewer and less reliable manu- 
scripts and upon editorial conjecture. It is greatly to the 
advantage of present-day scholars that such studies as the one 
undertaken in this thesis may be based upon critical texts of 
most of the important works of the Pather in question, This 
sometimes results in a direct reversal of Tischendorf's evidence 
and {as will be noted at the appropriate place in Part II, 

"Text and Apparatus") even a reading or so which Tischendorf a 
century ago attributed to Marcellus or Eusebius may now be cited 
in support of the reading of the opposite Father. For many 
items we are still dependent upon the less critical printings 

of Mai and Migne; but with respect to those portions of the 
Fathers which are now available to us in critical texts the 
earlier patristic collections are all but useless for the pure 
poses of Biblical textual criticism. For the material which is 
included in this study, good critical editions are available. 
All works but two are available in the monumental editions of 


the Prussian Academy, Die griechischen christlichen Schrift~ 





steller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte, Busebius Werke. These 
include Heikel's editions of the Life of Constantine and the 


Tricennalia (commonly, Oratio de laudibus Constantini); Schwartz! 
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Ecclesiastical History and Martyrs of Palestine; and Kloster- 


PS RE NE 


Marcellus (Contra Marcellum), and Eeclesiastical Theology (de 
Eeclesiastica Theologia), The Gospel Preparation (Praeparatio 
Evangelica) was examined in the lerge five-volume edition of EF. 


BR. Gifford, For the Provhetic Extracts (Eclogae Provheticae ) 





the edition of Gaisford was used. Full bibliogrephical infor- 
mation on these works will, of course, be found in the Bibliog-~ 
raphy. 

A eriticsal edition gives us confidence, but is not infalli-+- 
ble. Its strongest guarantee is its apparatus, and reference 
must be made to the footnotes to examine the evidence in every 
instance, In a few cases proper readings have been found in 
the apparatus rather than the text; variants of importance are 
appropriately noted in our presentation of the New Testament 
text of Eusebius (Part IT). 

For the most part, the editions listed above can be pree 
sented as the definitive form of these Busebian works. It is 
necessary, however, to mention special circumstances with re- 
spect to three. 

Pirst, the Eclogee Propheticae, which was originally the 
second part of a larger work entitled General Tlementary Intro- 
duction, was available to Gaisford in only one manuscript, Codex 
LY in the Bibliotheca Caeserea Vindobonensi. In his brief pref- 
ace® Gaisford set forth a few critical rules which guided him 
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47 
in his work. He promised to follow the resding of the transcript 
before him wherever possible, even in the matter of bresthings 
and accents. Fvident scribal errors he emended without giving 
notice in a footnote. However, he did place square brackets ae 
round words which he thought had come into the text by error. 
And, when he supplied a word for an accidental omission, he 
noted this with parentheses. His method seems acceptable and, 
in the Biblical quotations which parallel citations in other 
Busebian works, there is some evidence that he performed his 
task faithfully. Wevertheless, an apparatus is essential for a 
good critical edition and the absence of one here prevents his 
edition from being completely satisfactory. 

The second and most important of these problems is a contro- 
versy over the authenticity of the Contra Marcellum, initiated 
by F. ©. Conybeare. Conybeare denied its authorship to Eusebius 
of Caesarea and attributed this polemic against Marcellus to 
Eusebius of Enos” It would appear that the doubt had first 
suggested itself to Conybeare some years before when he had dis- 
covered that of all Eusebius' writings it is only in this work 
that the trinitarian baptismal formula of Mt. 28:19 is found.) 





Caesarease Vindobonensis, Oxford, 1942, pp. tii-iv. 


2""he authorship of the 'Contra Marcellum,'™ Zeitschrift flr 
die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde des Urehristen- 
Eanes TY CISOS Te S80e a ~334; Vi (1905), 250-270, 


lovettschrift flir die neutestanentliche Wissenschaft und die 
Kunde des Urechristentums, 1V, 536. Strictly speaking, the for- 
mula elso appears in his letter to the Caesarean Church follow- 
ing the Council of ~ i but Conybeare dismisses this as "“inter- 
polated." The idea thet Rusebius Pamphili did not write the 
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48 
But it was based also upon the facts that in the Contra Marcele 
lum Busebius of Caessrea is referred to in the third person, 
that the style is very different from that of the Life of Con« 
stantine wiich elso belongs to the last years of Eusebius! life, 
that "Eusebius belongs dogmatically to the pre-Trinitarian age"-- 
whereas in this writing the Trinity is most importent, and that 
the polemical character of the work is too bitter for Busebius,!l 
Most important of all, according to Conybeare, the work contains 
a letter written by Marcellus two years after Eusebius’ death, }* 
Adolf Harnack was able to include an answer to Conybeare snuong 
the "Nechtr&ge und Rerichtigungen" of his Chronologie.!” Hare 
neck considered only two of Conybeare's arguments important e« 
nough to demand attention, He denied that there was any reason 
why Eusebius should not speak of himself in the third person, 
and spoke more directly to the question of the "letter of Mare 
_e¢ellus." "Allein Conybeare hat den Text flichtig gelesen; nicht 
um @inen Brief des Mareell handelt es sich, am wenigsten um den 
berihmten, sondern um cinen Brief eines Dritten (wahrscheinlich 


des Asterius), den Mercell zitiert nat." 14 Conybeare responded 





Contra Warcellum deprives Conybeare of the means of dating the 
spread of the Textus Receptus form of Mt. 28:19 which he used 
in the Hibbert Journel article (see p. 11 above); for, if Fu. 
sebius of Caesarea was not the author of this work, then there 
is no proof that the Father who (according to Conybeare) was 
its author did not have the trinitarian formule in his New Tes- 
tament to begin wi th, 


1lintd., Pps 332-333. oe 


Ibid. 
see st we PP. 350-3532, . 


1SHarnack, ope cit., pp. 544-545, 
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49 
in the Zeitschrift with an admission that he was wrong about the 
letter, but reiterated his other arguments as sufficient srounds 
for denying the authorship of the Contra “Mercellum by our Buse- 
bius.)® The second esssy was answered in minute detsil by Ger- 


a6 and by Flostermann, =? The work is now accepted 


herd Loeschcke 
as genuine, but the controversy emphessizes that the genuine 
works of eny Pather must be determined with critical care. 

fhe third problem is of a different character and of less 
importance in so far as this study is concerned. The Feclesi- 
astical History hes had a long and interesting textual history, 
involving at least two and perhaps four editions of that work 
by Eusebius hinself, The existence of such a complex history 
of the text was first suggested by Eduard Schwartz in the Ein- 


leitung to his edition,’® 


Here he called attention to twelve 
points of disagreement which separate manuscripts BDM DA from 
the group ATER, On the basis of these differences, most of 


which were Eusebian alterations which had as their motive a 





Sv eitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und 
die Kunde des Urchristentums, P O=2706 

16"contra Mercellum, eine Schrift des Fusebius von Caesarea," 
Zeitschrift fir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die 
Kunde des Urehristentums, Vil (1606), 69-76. 


WTeusebius Werke, Vierter Band, Gegen Marcell, Uber die 
kirchliche Theologie, in Die griechischen christlichen Schrift- 
d undert 


steller der ersten drei Jahrhunderte, pp. ix-xii. 
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18nusebius Werke, Zweiter Band, Die Kirchengeschichte, 
Dritter Teil, in Die griechischen christlicnen Schrifteteiier 
der ersten drei Jahrhunderte, pp. Xlvii-ixi.s 
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50 
"damnatio memoriae des Licinius,")9 he developed a theory of 
four editions of the work by Eusebius himself, The first (312) 
was composed of Books TeVITT$ the second (314-315) had Book Tx 
and closed with 2 collection of sources which are found now in 
X. 5-7, The third, consisting of ten books, appeared in 317, 
The fourth, substantially the recension represented in BDM, was 
published efter the downfall of Licinius in a time of great 
church prosperity (3244325), Subsequently, a copy of this 
fourth edition, corrected by the third, and with a shortened 
version of the Martyrs of Palestine added, became the prototype 
of atTeR.“° An alternative theory was offered by He Je Lawler,” = 
Lawlor agreed to an eight-book edition of the history, and to 
one which included nine books (end of 313). Between these he 
postulated an edition containing the short form of the Martyrs 
of Palestine. He argued that there was only one edition of 
Book X (524-525), and this was his chief contention: "in the 
mind of the present writer there is no doubt that the eighth 
and ninth books of the History passed through two or more edie 
tions at the hand of their author, and that the later editions 
differed more or less widely from their predecessors,"°~ What 


he did question was whether, in the light of all the references 
ii eeteeniieeneenmeeieetene eee 
‘rp id. wp. Ls 


2leusebiane Essays on the Eeclesiastical History of Busebius, 
Bishop of Caesarea, oxford, 1913. apie 
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51 
which remain in praise of Licinius and other references which 
presuppose the passages which are omitted by 8DM, it is possible 
to conceive of two editions of Book X. “I conclude then that 
from the variations among the suthorities for the text we heve 
no sufficient reason for believing that Fusebius issued two edi- 
tions cf his tenth pook,"29 Few have adequate first-hand ace 
guaintance with the problems involved to form an independent 
judgment in favor of either hypothesis, Hans Lietzmann accepted 


Schwertz' position es final.=4 


Kirsopp Lake, in the introduc-~ 
tion to his Loeb Library edition (for which the Schwartz text 

was used), also thought Schwartz' theory to be best, but indi-« 
cated that Lawlor's theory, if adopted, would require modifica- 
tion of the text in order to give prominence to the ATER group 


of manuscripts. > 


It was hoped that this study might throw some 
light upon the relative dependability of the two traditions; but 
the fact seems to be that the earliest reading falls now in this 
group, now in that. There are places where it is importent to 

note the variant readings of the groups, but the pattern of pref- 


erence is so indefinite that one must suppose that the exemplars 





2Sthid., De 254. 


24Prom Constantine to Julien, in A History of the Earl 
Church, III, 168. Lietzmann wrote about the Heclesiastica 
Histo » "The work immediately achieved such success, and wes 
$0 Often recopied, thet the extant codices still reveal traces 
of their earliest history, and the skill of @d, Schwartz, a 
literary critic of genius, has disentangled the story of the 
various editions,” 


25rhe Eoclesiestical History, Vol. 1, in The Loeb Classical 
Libra » Pe XKlie 
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52 
of both groups (even granting the post-Eusebian recension which 
Schwartz sav in AT®R) were about eovally faithful in reporting 
whet lay behind their texts. There is nothing in either Schwartz! 
or Lawlor's theories to meke this conclusion unusuel. 

Bven the use of a critical text does not eliminate the seri- 
ous difficulty that, from Fort on, it has been recognized that 
the text of a Father is not likely to suffer corruption st the 
hands of sertbes at any other point to the degree that the BHib- 
lical quotations sre corrupted. The tendency to correct to the 
Byzentine standard is seen in every type of witness to the New 
Testament text--Greek continuous-text manuscripts, lectioneries, 
versions, and works of Feathers, It has become a commonly recog- 
nized dogma of critical research that, in view of this tendency 
of sertbes to bring the manuscripts closer to the 3yzantine 
type, only those variants are important for studying textual 
relationships in manuscripts of the fifth century or later 
which diverge from the Textus Receptus; this is the principle 
behind the so-called "Byzantine variant method." This rule 
works well in connection with continuous-text manuscripts and 
lectionsries,”© but for reasons that will shortly become appar- 
ent, & more satisfactory principle for patristic research is: 


I. THOSE READINGS WHICH DEPART FROM THE BYZANTINE READING ARE 





ZC ven in connection with continuous-text manuscripts of 
the New Testament, it mey be questioned whether this rule should 
stend unquelified. Cf. E. FP. Hills, "The Inter-Relationship of 
the Caesarean Manuscripts,” Journal of Biblical Literature 
EXVITT (1942), 146 ff. PMR LR GARe OF le 
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53 
MOST: SIGNIFICANT FOR DETSRYTWING THR TYPR OF TEXT USED BY THE 
PATHER, 

The special problems created by memoriter citations and 
Silusive references may be treated together, The most simple 
*rule of thumb" for distinguishing between these elusive allu- 
sions and genuine quotations is the length of the passave in 
question, but it is a rule that can be applied all too infre- 
quently. When is « citation of sufficient length to guarantee 
cereful quotetion? To be sure, some citations are so short 
thet they instantly prove thet the Father would not have both 
ered with a codex for the word or two he wented to use. And 
occasionally & passsge will be cuoted of such length that one 
would seriously doubt that it was ettempted without consulta~= 
tion of the New Testament. But these fortunate freaks in the 
petristic world have little in common with the six words here, 
the ten words there, the fifteen in another place, which offer 
no evidence in themselves as to whether they are allusive or 
memoriter or transcriptional citations and whose contexts are 
equally obscure in this respect. 

Attention should be given to introductory formulas and 
general context for any clue these have to offer with respect 
to the text, But even when Pusebius prefaces his citation with 
the word ono.iv, his most characteristic mode of introducing 


scripture, it is permissible only to suspect a quotation, for 





27see below, in Part TI, Eusebius! text of Rom. 1:26-27, 
I Cor. 2:12«14, 
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nothing short of a careful and painstaking examination of the 
passage in its context and in relation to known readings gives 
any guarantee, Those passages are few which are introduced as 
adequately and guaranteed as completely as the quotation of Rom. 
1:l-)4 in Contra Marcellum 11.25, where Eusebius attaches the 
comment (11.18 ff.), "But (I do not know for what purpose) here 
also he [Marcellus] has altered the apostolic reading, by pute 
ting Toooptobevtocg in place of optodevtoc in order that the 
'fore-determining' might resemble the kaTa TIDOYV WOLV o” There 
can be Little question about the genuineness of this lengthy 
quotation, put the student is a bit disappointed to discover no 
important variant in the ankiwe eenbeate except that Eusebius 
follows ths custom of writing Savi5 egainst the 6a816 of the 
Textus Receptus and the Savers of most Alexandrian witnesses. 

At Contra Mareellum 9.10, in commenting upon Marcellus! mistakes 
in citing Cal. 4:26, Eusebius comments caustically, "Hither he 
wanted to forget, or ne did not know, or he may even have de- 
liberately altered the reading, by writingesee.e” The reading in 
question was en omission, no doubt present in Marcellus! copys 
since the Bishop of Ancyra had argued from it, put one in which 
Eusebius must have taken real delight since it is quite obvious 
thet the omission had come about when the scribe who prepared 
Marcellus! New Testament accidentally permitted his eye to skip 
over the lines containing the reading. The citation in guestion 
has only one significant variant among known witnesses, and 
Busebius agrees in it with ABCDEFG p*6 yet Origen. Eusebius 


may also have his Bible open when he introduces Gal. 1:19 in 
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55 
this fashion in HE. 104.4, “Paul also calls to mind the Just, 
writingeses” Por the most part, however, such relatively trust- 
worthy guides to quoted materiel are absent, ) 

Another principle that has been suggested for judging the 
dependability of e patristic eltation is the character of the 
work from which the quotation is taken, A writing such es the 
Contra Marcellum, which contains a section entitled, “thst 
—farcellus] was not exact with respect to the secred scriptures,” 
demands from Eusebius care and exactness in the matter of citing 
from the Bible. Bebb thought, "Much depends on the obfect for 
which the quotetion is made; thus, for a polemical purpose close 
adherence to the letter is necessary, and so in controverstal 
treatises we find as a mile exactness, while for a preacher more 
freedom would be elloweds...""” Tn a footnote to this statement, 
he added, "Von Gebhardt would on this sceount use only the Con- 


tra Marcionem of a11 Tertullian's writings.” A comparison of 





the quotations in the Ecclesiastical History with those in Con- 
tra Marcellum and de Eeclesiasticsa Theologis will demonstrate 
the point of this argument. 

With however much care the quotations of a lather are ap~ 
proached, there will remain a lerge number of questionable ine 
stances in which 1t is necessary to note unique variants, When 
& reading is attested by no other source outside the Pather, it 
is impossible to tell whether it is genuine or due to loose 
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56 
citation or to scribal error. Many of the readings of Eusebius 
are unique; Marcellus of Ancyra mentioned the fact that Eusebius 
prided himself on his ability to recall scripture ;~2 and it is 
apparent that the historian frequently cited his Bible from 
memory. These unique readings throw no light on the family of 
the Father's text, since there is no way of determining the 
source of the variant. A single word which has no support oute 
side Eusebius may be given the benefit of the doubt and admitted 
as a reading which belongs to his New Testament if the applice- 
tion of the accepted criteria of genuineness indicates that Bue 
sebius is quoting exactly. The criteria applied in such cases 
are context, length of quotation, method of introducing the pas- 
sage, and the consistent agreement of the passage in other vari- 
ants with known readings. These unique readings are never guare 
anteed until substantiated by the discovery of the reading in 
some non-Fusebian source; yet they must be preserved and exhib- 
ited against the day when such a discovery is made and needs 
the additional authentication of the Eusebian citation. Some of 
these readings may prove to be, not only genuine, but primitive. 
For example, at Heb. 11:27, Eusebius omits emetpao8noav . This 
reading i8 not unique, but it is supported in the standard appa- 
ratus only by manuscript 327 and three lectionaries, and might 
most easily be explained as a scribal oversight due to the prox- 


imity of the word c«nmp.icOnoav. The discovery that the omission 





. J. Stevenson, Studies in Eusebius, p. 33, interprets 
Contra Marcellum 30.5. 
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57 
of enetpac8noavy is supported by P46 does not remove this pose 
sibility entirely, but the closeness of Eusebius! support for 
p46 tn Hebrews in the few passages available suggests that the 
variant is genuine. In his article on "Critique Textuelle et 
Citations Patristiques,” M.-E. Boismard cites five passages 
in John (12:32, 14:2, 14:23, 17:5, 17:21) where readings unat- 
tested in Greek manuscripts have solid patristic support from 
the first three centuries.°° ‘This suggests that there is rea- 
son for “erring on the side of generosity,” if at all, in the 
matter of including unique variants, if only to make reference 
to these readings accessible to others working on patristic 
citations, Weanwhile, the more comprehensive task of determine 
ing, not the individual variants, but the textual family to 
which the New Testament of Eusebius (or other Father) belongs, 
may move on without being too seriously affected by these criti- 
cal orphans. Certainly such readings must not become the object 
of that kind of clairvoyance which is able to see in a unique 
variant "an omission of the type characteristic of B" or"“an ad- 
dition of the type characteristic of DY or even a conflation of 
a B reading and a D reading. There is conflation anterior to 
the Byzantine and even the "Caesarean" texts, while "Alexandrian" 
and “Western” texts abound with omissions and additions charac- 
teristic of each other. There is sufficient evidence available 


that hypotheses need not rest upon such uncertain foundations, 
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It 1s possible therefore to derive a second rule, which may be 
added to the first: II, FOR DETERMINING THE TYPE OF TEXT (4. e., 
RELATIONSHIP TO KNOWN TEXT-TYPFS), THOSE VARIANTS, AND ONLY 
THOSE VARIANTS, WHICH HAVE SUPPORT FROM GREEK MANUSCRIPTS OF THE 
NEW TESTAMENT, PROM VERSIONS, AND/OR FROM OTHER EARLY PATHERS 
ARE SIGNIFICANT. 

To this point, our discussion has been concerned exclusive- 
ly with variants from the Textus Receptus. These non-Byzantine 
readings are most important but not all important: they tell us 
what we want to know about late Greek New Testament manuscripts, 
namely, whet the non-Byzantine element in the manuscripts is 
likes; but even in the area where it is most useful, the method 
of citing only veriants from the Textus FReceptus is not wholly 
successful. In a study of a Church Father such a method ex- 
poses the student to the danger of assuming without investiga- 
tion that the Father hed a non-Byzantine text. If the text of 
the Father contains a proportion of gemmine Byzantine readings 
as high (let us say) as ninety per-cent while the remaining 
variants are all supported by B, the meaning of the ten per- 
cent is not, as the Byzantine-variant method would make it ap= 
pear, that the Tather used a "Neutral" text. It is hard to be- 
lieve thet any scribe or group of scribes, except when translat- 
ing or perhaps copying a commentary with Byzantine lemmata, 
could correct a patristic text so thoroughly. It is important 
to know how great the proportion of the Byzantine element is 
before it is attributed beyond question to late scribal cor- 


rection. 
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What is even more important in this connection is the fact 
thet many of the readings of the Textus Receptus represent the 
victory of one form of earlier text over another; most of the 

words in the Textus Receptus are, after all, pre«Byzantine. K. 
W. Kim attempted to apply a new method to the study of Origen, 
which would take into account the original readings preserved 


in the Syzantine text, >? 


The method used by Kim was developed 
by E. C. Colwell for determining the relationships of Byzantine 
manuscripts of the New Testament, and was first presented pub- 
licly in a paper read by "Dr, “orrill @. Parvis at the annual . 
meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis in 
December, 1945,"52 tt is essentially an enlargement of an idea 
first developed by F. A. Hutton.55 the method, simply presented, 
involves the investigation of only those passages for which there 
are more than two variants, and, thus, in which family readings 
may be supposed to stand out more clearly. The principal value 
of the method is that it focuses attention upon readings in the 
area of greatest disagreement, where the major texts may be ex~ 
pected to be divided against each other. Tn his later work on 


origen,”* Dr, Kim has reverted to the Byzantine variant method, 





Slone Matthean Text of Origen in His Commentary on Matthew, 
especially pp. 4-9. 


52Ipid., Pe 8 notes 1 and 2, 
35an Atlas of Textual Criticism, being an attempt to show 
the mutual relationship of the authorities for the text of the 


Wew Testament up to about 1000 A.D., Cambridge, To1T. 


S4s6e above ps. 3. 
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The chief weakness of the multiple-varient method for patristic 
investigations is its concentration on differences, its failure 
to allow an adequate presentation of the full measure of agree- 
ment between the Pather:and the unanimous opinion of the ancient 
texts. Another serious limitation is the extent of text required 
for assembling only cesses of multiple variants. The number of 
Biblical quotations in the Fathers is limited, and the percent- 
age of meaningful multiple variants so small, that the method 
can be used only with a great mass of data. In the case of Bue 
sebius, this would mean the use of poorly edited texts. Because 
of the generally valid judgment of critics that only critical 
texts should be used, no attempt has been made to follow the 
multiple-vartant method in this thesis. 

RE. F. Hills has suggested that an accurate picture of relae- 
tionship between manuscripts of the New Testament can be had 
only by a refinement of the conventional Byzantine+variant 
methods?” The refinement consists in counting, not only the 
number of agreements in variation, but the proportion of agree- 
ments to dlsagreements, The method aims at ninimigzing the in-= 
fluence of agreements which are due to mixture with texts of a 
different kind rather than to comnon ancestry. He expresses 
the relationship between Family 13 and manuseript 28 in this 
way: Fam 13=28 454/569 7973 that is, family 13 and 26 


agree in 454 of 569 variants or more than 79% of the time. 





S5ys11s, Journal of Biblical Literature, LXVITI, 151-155. 
S6Ibid., Dp. 154. 
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This is, with some differences, essentially the method suggested 
by Metzzer when he proposed: 
The proper method of determining the relation of a hitherto un- 
known manuscript to the Neutral, Western, "Caesarean," and By-- 
zantine families is not merely to count how many of its vari- 
ants from the Textus Receptus {or from any civen norm) agree 
with B,X, D, 0, Wy, etc. Such a procedure is indeed necessary 
and not uninstructive, but the only reelly satisfactory method 
is to reconstruct the text of each of the major families and to 
determine precisely what proportion of variants from the Textus 
Receptus in such a reconstructed text is also present in the 
manuscript to be analyzedesse. It is necessary, therefore, as~ 
suming that identity of reading implies identity of origin, to 
determine exactly what proportion of the totel number of veri- 
ants of seach type of text (and/or of each manuscript) is present 
in the manuscript to be analyzed.57 

Such considerations were decisive in the present writer's 
determining to exhibit and analyze more than Busebius!' diver- 
gence from the Textus Receptus. The witness of those readings 
in which Eusebius supports the Byzantine text is not neutral, 
for without them we would have no substantial proof that Euse- 
bius' text was not essentially that of the late manuscripts nor 
would we have adequate information upon which to base an opinion 
as to the relationshipsof Eusebius to the important New Testa- 
ment manuscripts and families, It is perhaps not necessary to 
state those relationships in terms of percentages; but it is 
important to know, not merely when Eusebius goes with D in read- 
ing against the Textus Receptus, but also when Eusebius! agree= 


ment with the Textus Receptus is at variance with Dts testimony. 





3 TMetzger, Journal of Biblical Literature, LXTV, 488. 
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Now, it must be admitted that in any particular instence Fuse~ 
bius' apparent agreement with the Textus Receptus may be due to 
a late scribe, revising to the Byzantine standard. For exemple, 
if Eusebius agrees with the Textus Receptus and B ssatnst D, 
there are alweys two possible explanetions: (1) Fusebius' manue 
script hed a speci2l reletionship with a text of B's tyne, or 
(2) Eusebius' New Testament ectually agreed with PD end the pre- 
served reeding is the product of a late Byzantine “dcorrection" 
by a subsequent copyist of Eusebius' work, Yot, though we may 
feel thet we can place little dependence upon this evidence in 
the cass of individuel variants, over the broad sweep of the 
study £t should present a fairly accurate picture. Therefore, 
while those readings of the Fusebian manuscript tradition which 
agree with the Textus Receptus are less dependable than those 
which are at variance with the Textus Receptus, they are not 
completely useless and do help to determine his text. 

Still another reason for exhibiting all resdings, rether 
than only variants from the Textus Receptus, is the fact thet 
the Textus Receptus does not always represent the Pyzantine 
text. Instead the Oxford edition of the received text occasion- 
ally contains non-Byzantine readings, and in such instances Fu- 
sebius' agreement with the Textus Receptus does not mean agree« 
ment with the bulk of late Brzantine manuscripts. When the 
united witness of Eusebius and the Textus Receptus is supported 
by good manuscript authority and opposed by the mass of late 
manuscripts, the evidence for the reading in question is of very 


great value. For eritical purposes such readings are the equal 
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of variants from the Textus Receptus. A third rule may now be 
stated: TII. READINGS WHICH AGREP WITH TEE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 
MAY BE SIGHIFICANT WHEN THEY SHOW DISAGREDYENT WITH IMPORTANT 
MANUSCRIPTS OR FAMILI™S OR WHEN THEY DEMONSTRATE SOMETHING OF 
THE RELATIONSHIP OF TH. FATHER'S TEXT TO THE BYZAUTING TEXT. 

The complete presentation of the witness of Eusebius is 
feciliteted in this thesis by the use of his text, rather than 
the Textus Receptus, as the base of the study. The practice of 
making the Patherts text the base of study was adopted by Ber- 
nard in the previously mentioned study of the text of Clement 
of Alexanarta.°? Tts adoption here has required entting through 
the maze of conflicting testimony in Busebivus to arrive at a 
*oritical text of Tusebtust New Testament,” This procedure has 
not been adopted without a realization of the hazards involved 
tn such an undertaking. It has meant at times meking decisions 
between variants, both of which are reported by our eritical 
apparatus to the New Testament. In other cases, it has meant 
making a hesitant choice between two readings both of which were 
probably known to Fusebius. But inasmuch as the present writer 
found no indication of a change of text in the writings of Bu- 
sebius under investigation, it appeared to him unwise to assume 
that Tusebius habituelly mede use of msnuscripts which displayed 
more than one type of text. If it was Fusebius' habit to use 


without discriminetion whatever New Testament manuscripts hap- 
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pened to lie at hand and those manuscripts were not of the same 
type, then there is no hope of recovering anything more then 
the individuel readings of the Bishop of Caesares--his text- 
type would be lost to us, The possibility that the library af 
Caesarea might heve encourazed Fusebius' use of manuscripts of 
widely diverrent textuel histories, was among the provisional 
hypotheses suggested by the fact that Tusebins does quote dif- 
ferent forms of the same verse; but these differences were found 
not to be numerous enough to support such a theory. Moreover, 
such on hypothesis would reauire some passeses from “usebtus to 
be of one text-type while other pssssges were of ebether To 
illustrate hpothetically, this would mem that John 1:1-3 should 
show a "Neutral" text while John 1021-3 shows a "Western" text: 
and this kind of variation in attestation should be consistent. 
As a matter of fact a few passages do appear to be clearly of 
one textetype or another; but in the vast majority of cases in- 
volving lengthy quotations, variants within the quotation were 
of first one type and then another. This evidence might vos- 
sibly be used to argue for a mixed text in Eusebius! New Testa- 
ment, but it will not support the idea that Eusebius made in- 
discriminate use of New Testaments of every kind, Where there 
was serious room for doubt about which reading should be repise 
tered in his text, the doubt has been indicated by enclosing 
the provisional reading in parentheses; in every such case the 
common practice of indicating the proportionate number of times 
Eusebius has quoted the passage in the form adopted is followed 
in the Apparatus; end a question mark hes been prefixed to the 
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variant in the Apparatus. This diseussion makes possible the 
statement of e fourth principle for the studv of the text of a 
Father: IVs IN STUDYING A FATHER WHO WROTE REPORE THE PIF?H 
CENTURY, IT IS BEST TO USE HIS TEX? AS THE BASE OF THE STUDY, 

IN SO FAR AS THAT TEXT CAM BE DETERMINED, 

A part of the problem of this dissertation is, then, that 
of setting forth the critical text of Evsebius' New Testament. 

A final decision in respect to some readings had to be postponed 
until the end of the study, when the choice could be made on 

the basis of the total impact of the Eusebian text. For other 
readings, which involved more than a merely mechanical record- 
ine of the Eusebian evidence, the text has been fixed in ace 
cordance with the following rules. 

1. General. The passage was subjected to close scrutiny 
with respect to such matters as context, introductory formula, 
length of quotation, as discussed earlier in this chapter, 

2. Omissions and silences. Where an omission occurs in 
en of a quotation, it is treated as an ordinary variant 
and is subject to the succeeding rules. But where Eusebius is 
merely silent, that is, where he quotes only a half-verse or a 
smaller portion, no attempt has been made to fill in the silenc- 
es. In the quotation, "In the beginning was the Word, and the 
Word wes with God, end the Word was God," for example, if only 
the words "and the Word was with God" had been quoted by Euse- 
bius and there were no indications in the context as to the form 
of the remainder of the verse, only those words which were ac- 


tually quoted would be cited either in Part II, “Text and Appara- 
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66 
tus." On the other hand, if he were to quote only, “In the 
beginning was the Word and the Word was God," the omission of 
the phrase “and the Word was with God," would have to be regard- 
ed (in the absence of other evidence) as a genuine variant. 
Frequently, however, such omissions are revealed by their cone 
text to be due to loose citation or intentional abbreviation 
and are, of course, to be disregarded; in such cases, the cita~ 
tion will treat the quotation as one upon which the evidence is 
incomplete, - 

3. Single readings (instences in which Eusebius quotes the 
passage only once). 

a. The simplest situation is thet in which the EBuse- 
pian reading is supported by manuscript or other authority. 
Here, the student has no choice, but to adopt the reading in 
question. An example of this is to be found at Mt. 4:12, where 
Eusebtus omits the word "Jesus," in company with N80+DzZ SyrF 
and others. This reading is adopted without question into the 
"eritical New Testament Text” of Eusebius. 

b. A more complicated problem is posed by readings 
which are unique with Eusebius. In this case, a variant must 
be measured by its context. If it bears the marks of genuine- 
ness, it may be provisionally accepted, but it will avpear in 
the citation in parentheses (...). If the context indicates 
that it probably is not a part of the text of Eusebius or that 
it is a paraphrase to bind together the remainder of the pas- 
gaze, but it cannot be certainly rejected or is grammatically 


necessery to the exhibition of Eusebius’ text, it will appear 
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67 
in the text in brackets [...]. An example may be taken again 
from Matthew 4:12, Against all other authorities, Eusebius 
reads "he returned from Judea into Galilee." Harmonization is 
out of the question here since the form is not found in the oth- 
er gospels, unless (as seems possible) it is an unconscious har-~ 
monization with the general picture that the gospel tradition 
gives at this point. The quotation is taken from a passage in 


the Feclesiastical Mistory, wnere it is probable that Eusebius 





hed his New Testement open, was skimming along the page and re« 
peating the gospel story in essentially the words of the evan= 
gelist, but with interpolstiona, explanations, and embellishe 
ments. This is precisely the sort of addition that we would 
expect of a man whose geographical interest was sufficiently 
keen to lead him to write on the subject of "The Names of Places 
in Palestine." Tt is 2 *guide-book" flourish, written by a man 
who, however dry he may have been as an author, never forgot 
that his readers had not visited every place which he had vise 
ited, nor looked into a11 the books which he had studied. The 
reading is, therefore, civen in this form: "He went back [from 
Judea] into Galilee." In cither case, whether the reading ap- 
pears to have been s part of the text of Nusebius or not, it 
falls into the cless of Rule TT on page 58 as being of no value 
in determining the nature of the text. 

c. However, a unique resding which is repeated by Euse= 
bius, particularly a reading found in more then one work, msy 


be admitted to a more certain place in the Eusebian text. 


4, Multiple readings. 
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a. if both readings are unique, they are subject to 
the principles set forth in 2. be and 2. ec, ebove. 

b. if one reading is unique and occurs only once in 
Eusebius, and the other is the Byzentine reading, the Byzantine 
reading must be acespted as the probable reading. 

¢. if, however, the unique reading has repeated support 
from Eusebius, the probability of scribal revision in the di- 
rection of the Textus Receptus must be recognized for the other, 
and the unsupported variant cited. In the latter situation, 
the reading given in the “eritical text of Busebius' New Testa« 
ment™ will be placed in parentheses (...). 

d. If one reading is Byzantine and the other is at- 
tested by an early authority, the reading which diverges from 
the Textus Receptus must be adopted, other considerations being 
absent. 

@. If both readings are attested vy early non-Byzantine 
authorities, other variants in the same citation may be of help 
in determining the correct reading. A simple example riay be 
used to illustrate this principle. Let us say that there are 
three variants from the Textus Receptus in one verse and that 
two of the variants ere found in RC, Contradictory Eusebian 
readings are found for the third variant; one of these contra- 
dictory forms is read by BC and the other by De. On the expectea- 
tion that Fusebius' text will tend toward internal consistency, 
the reading supported by BC is to be preferred to that found in 
D. 


f. If both readings have early manuscript, version, or 
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patristic support, but rule 4. e. cannot be applied, then judg~ 
ment hes been deferred until the bearing of the type of text 
used by "usebius could be learned. 

5. ™o reading with eny claim to attention has been left 
out of the evidence. On this subject see pages 635-64 and 66 
above. 

6. All doubtful readings, of any class, which have been 
edopted into the text have been indicated by parentheses (...). 

7 If two readings appear to have virtually equal claim to 
be considered e part of Eusebius! text, it has been necessary 
to edopt one into the text. The special character of these 
readings has been indicated in both the Text and Apparatus. 

8. Occasionally, the manuscript evidence for the Eusebian 
edition has not been impressively in favor of one reading a- 
gainst the other, or there has been some question in the in+ 
vesticetor's mind about the choice made by the editor who was 
responsible for the Eusebian work. These are discussed and 


epprovriately designated in the Apparatus in Part IT. 


- 
-gopf aect gbellaqu ati teanso .e .* efit tue 
trot Yo omit orf to amireed oriy toe Beewntia 
bonvreael od Bffoo. 
Jtes need aor noldaatie ot miafo vee Coe yathour ¢ 


















8) foe b8-86 aeseq eae toeldes «tit aD 6«sonebive 


meod evari dotriw ,eeein yra to ,can bees Ietedyod 
eleae) aeverfinwieg vd befeolbat nead evar treat ertt 
ov mbel® facps wifardtiv sverl of 1te0°qqa agnibast ont 
"tareeoon Seed gad fF .dxet ‘eautviseacd Yo aveq e: 
avert “ko tefceraro Iaisece ofT .txe? eff ofmt 
ehicfereaaed ban sxe? eft dtod oat bataotbal neat 
natdesr® aft tt eonebive tulrtoncnem elt «eifeao 
~@ unibeer ono to tovalt al Tleviaretae! need aor 
-nt ort at cotteesp emce need nec otest to yredto 
gee ofw coffe edt vit ehem ao toro oft trode Bate os 7 
apne feeauce th ere eco? .ttdeer netdgett edt? 
TI tired at ecteregqa ogt 2.) Dateiteed \¢ 


‘le Liane 
te sie ee 


a he ys 
(sasfllihagen bd 
Oe or t | " 
~ he - “a " “4 Hot) 


Chapter ITT 
ANALYSIS: THE WEW TESTAMENT TEXT OF BUSEBIUS 


A. Purpose and Procedure 

The purpose of this chapter is to present an analysis of the 
text of the New Testament used by Eusebius of Caesarea. 

The presentation will be divided into six parts, each giving 
the evidence of a particular unit of the New Testament: Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, John, Acts+Catholics, Paul. In very early times 
the New Testament was conceived of as having three divisions 
(Gospels, Acts-Catholics, Paul) and these divisions frequently 
appeared in separate codices, Except for the fact that each of 
the Gospels has been considered individually, these ancient di- 
visions have here been adopted as the best units for the study 
of the New Testament text of Fusebius. As for the Gospels, our 
study demonstrates that Eusebius used a text that can be des 
eribed in essentially the same terms in Matthew, Luke, and John 


(the testimony of Eusebius to the text of Mark is fragmentary). 
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Yet, the differences between these three books, and particular- 
ly between John and the Synoptics, are so significant that sep-~ 
arate treatment appeared profitable. Such recensional differ~ 
ences a8 appear between Eusebius! texts of the different Tospels 
are not of the kind that would be best explained on the hypothe- 
sis that he used a different "recension" for each, But they 
are significant enough to suggest that the text of each of the 
Gospels deserves separate treatment, That is to say, although 
Busebius must have had a four-fold Gospel, each Cospel shows 
evidence of some independence in textual tradition. With re- 
spect to Acts-Catholics, the available Eusebian citations are 
so few that it is impossible to be certain whether the histo-«- 
rian's text is uniform throughout the section. However, be- 
cause the earliest manuscripts unite the Acts and the Catholic 
Epistles all these books have been treated here in one division. 
The possibility was entertained thet some parts of the "Paul" 
section might exhibit a different text from other parts, In 
particular, the question was raised whether sub-Panline epis- 
tles (like the Pastorals and Hebrews) might have a text that 
diverged from the text of the ten-letter corpus, The extent of 
Eusebius! testimony to the Pastorals is very slight and it can=- 
not be claimed that an adequate test of this hypothesis has been 
made, But quotations from Hebrews are found with sufficient 
frequency to say that the text of Eusebius in Hebrews is the 
same as in the genuine letters, The writer feels justified in 
claiming that the units adopted for the analysis are indicated 
by, rather than imposed upon, the data of the study. 
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As the Eusebian evidence for each unit is discussed and an- 
alyzed, support for our conclusions will be presented in the 
form of tables constructed to provide a summary picture of the 
Eusebian text. In the interest of clarity a set of uniform 
tables hes been prepared for the entire New Testament and at} 
tached as an appendix to this chapter. In order to facilitate 
the reader's comparison of the evidence for different units, a 
special method of numbering the tables has been adopted. The 
tables are not numbered consecutively from the first table to 
the last (as, 1, 2, 3,...6, 7, 3, ete.). Instead, the number- 
ing of the tables for each textual unit begins at one and con- 
tinues consecutively only to the last table for the unit; that 
is, the sequence of the tables is Matthew-1l, Matthew-2, Matthew- 
3, Matthew-4, Matthew-5,...luke-1, Luke-2, Luke-3,...Paul-1, 
Paule2, etc. 

The reason for this numbering procedure may be stated sini- 
Ply by the use of two illustrations, While reading our analysis 
of Eusebius't text of John, the reader will become aware of cer- 
tain differences between the historiants text of the Pourth 
Gospel and his text of Matthew and Luke. And these differences 
may raise in the reader's mind a question concerning the rank 
of an individual witness in relation to other witnesses in all 
of the Gospels. Table 2 in each textual unit is a record of 
the number of agreements between Eusebius and individuel manu- 


scripts or versions, against the reading of the Textus Recep-~ 
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tus. If, therefore, the reader's question concerns the rank 
of D in comparison with other individual witnesses to Eusebius't 
non-Byzantine variants in all of the Gospels, he will turn to 
Tables Matthew-2, Iuke-2, and John-2,. And he will discover that, 
in point of agreement with Susebius' veriants from the Textus 
Receptus, D ranks third among individual witnesses to Eusebius! 
text of Matthew, first for his text of Luke, and third {or 
fourth) for John, Tables Matthew-2, Luke-2, and John-2 are 
comparable beeause they present the same kind of evidence, 
namely, the number of agreements between =usebius’' variants 
from the Textus Receptus and readings found in individual manu- 
scripts or erietbanes 

The second illustration of the convenience of the adopted 
method of numbering tables may be shown in Table 1, Table 1 
{in any division) is a summery of the New Testament quotations 
found in Eusebius, with the testimony of non-Eusebian witnesses 
to specific non-Byzantine readings. Table 1 also indicates 
where Eusebius! quotaticns coincide with lacunae in incomplete 
authorities for the New Testament text. The reader may observe 
that manuscript A is a superior witness to Eusebius! text of 
Paul, but a poor witness to the historian's textof the Gospels. 
If the reader remembers that A is incomplete in the Gospels, 
he may want to know if the manuscript's lacunee will explain 


the fact that its agreements with Eusebius are so much more 





lsee pp. 130, 138, 143, 150, 155. 
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pronounced in Paul than in the Gospels. By consulting Tables 
Matthew-1, Luke-1, John-1, and Paul-17 he is able to determine 
that A has only a very small portion of Matthew, but that the 
manuscript's testimony to Luke and John is complete, Therefore, 
the difference between A's support for Eusebius in the Gospels 
and Peul may be attributed to the well-known fact that A has a 
better text in Paul then in the Gospels. Again, the Tables 1 
are comparable because they present the same kind of evidence. 

While this procedure will facilitate comparison upon points 
which the analysis raises in the minds of the readers, it has 
not been practical to provide complete sets of tables for all 
six units of the New Testament. For example, a complete set 
consists of five tables, but there is no Table Imke-5. Table 
Luke-5 ~~ been omitted for a very simple reason: Table 5 sume 
marizes Fusebius' egreements with Ori gen® and the Fusebian cita- 
tions from Iuke included in this study do not require such a 
summary. For the Markan division, only Table 1 has been given 
because Eusebius’ testimony to Mark is too fragmentary to merit 
any further tabuler presentation, 

B, The Text of Matthew in Eusebius 

Our examination of the textual relationships of “usebius't 
text of Metthew has not resulted in the identification of the 


historian'ts text with any one of the conventional text-types. 





see pp. 128-129, 137, 140-142, 151-154. 


Ssee pp. 135, 148, 157-160. 
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Tnstead, it revealed a close connection of Eusebius! text of 
Matthew with all the major text-types. 

The most interesting discovery made in the course of in- 
vestigeting the possible textuel relationships is the strong 
support from the 01d Latin for the Natthean readings of Huse- 
bius, The Old Letin agrees with Eusebius' fiftyenine non-By- 
gentine variants thirty-four times or in 57.6 per cent of these 
reedings. Tf the twelve instances in which the evidence of the 
Old Beatin is uncertain are subtracted from the fifty-nine Euse- 
bien disagreements with the Textus Receptus, then the Old Latin 
and Fusebius are found to be in agreement in 72.4 per cent 
(thirty-four of forty-seven) of these pre-Byzantine variants. 
This is in drametic contrast with the next nearest supporter of 
Eusebius, %, which is in agreement with the historian in only 
40.7 per cent of these readings. The 01d Latin support of Eu- 
sebius is so striking thet it must be exemined fully. These 
thirty-four 01d Latin agreements are cited in Table Matthew-1, * 
end specific information regarding each will be found at the 
corresponding chapter and verse location in Part TI. It should 
be pointed out that the Old Letin category includes the readings 
of many Latin manuscripts. This may be discerned clearly by 
comparison of the 01d Letin column in Table Matthew-1 with the 
column for D, immedistely beside it. Whereas the testimony 


of D represents the voice of one manuscript, the 01d Latin tes~ 





4see pp. 128-129. 
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timony comesfrom a group of witnesses. This fact about the Old 
Latin testimony becomes more important still, in view of two 
other limitations upon the significance of the evidence for this 
version, First, readings which are found in only one or a very 
few Latin manuscripts are included in the total number of agree- 
mentsswith Eusebius' non-Byzantine variants. Second, the divi- 
sion between the African and European texts of the Old latin has 
been ignored here, since the nature of the distinction between 
the two is still in dispute. Furthermore, it is well itnown that 
many Old Latin manuscripts have Vulgate corruptions and the 
evidence of the older version cannot be accepted until the pos- 
sibility has been explored that many of these variants have come 
from the Vulgate, especially in those instances where only one 
Old Latin manuscript agrees with the Pusebian text. The ques- 
tion must be raised whether it truly mey be said that Busebius 
and the Old Letin agree in the thirty-four variants in Metthew. 

In order to provide an answer to this question, a survey of 
the Old Latin testimony was made in terms of the distinction be- 
tween African and European texts. This survey brought to light 
the fact that the preponderance of these Old Latin agreements 
with Eusebius is to be found in African manuscripts, which are 
universally recognized as preserving the sarliest Latin text. 
There were very few readings found only in manuscripts of the 
European Latin text. This means that Eusebius tends to agree 
with the earliest Latin testimony. 

A second survey, this time of the Vulgate testimony, was 


made to determine if the supposed Old Latin sgreements were due 
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in large measure to the infiltration of Vulgate readings into 
the extant O1d Latin manuscripts. A close examination of the 
evidence proved this not to be the case. In the first place, 
every agreement of the Vulgate with Eusebius in Matthew coin- 
cides with an agreement of the 91d Latin. Since the Old Latin 
acrees with Eusebius more consistently than the Vulgate, this 
suggests that the situation is instead that the Yulgate isa most 
like Eusebius when it is like the Old Latin, The crucial test 
of the relationship between these Old Latin and Vulgate readings 
lies, however, in those Fusebian variants which are supported 
only by one or a very few Latin manuscripts. Therefore, atten- 
tion was given to those seven readings where the Old Latin a« 
greement is represented by only one manuscript. Three of these 
(Mt. 5:44 for two variants, and 6:33) are the readings of the 
extremely important Codex Bobiensis (k); one (Mt. 12:18) is the 
reading of Codex Corbiensis I (ff); one (Mt. 21:2) is that of 
*h" joined by the Old Syriac; one (Mt. 21:3) of “d" and D; and 
the last (Mt. 24:20) is the reading of Codex Palatinus (e) 
which is similar to "k."5 one of these readings has Vulgate 
support, five are found in better witnesses to the 01d Latin 
text, and two are found in withesses other than the 01d Latin 
which are closely akin to that version. This dispenses beyond 
doubt with the possibility that the Old Latin agreements with 


Eusebius in Matthew may be charged to the corruption of Old 
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Latin manuscripts by the Vulgate. 

The nature of the patristic testimony in those places where 
Busebius and other early writers agree on an unusual reading 
also tends to strengthen the validity of the Old Latin evidence, 
There are ten readings in the total of fifty-nine Pusebian vari- 
ants from the Textus Receptus that find support only, or almost 
only, in Eusebius and other patristic sources, No attempt has 
been made to record in the tables all the patristic testimony 
for Matthew, but the reader will find the evidence for these 
ten readings tabulated in Table Matthew-1. In five of these ten 
instances the Fathers have Old Latin support. Of the five upon 
which the Fathers and the Old Latin do not show agreement, the 
first appears in Mt. 6:33. Eusebius has four variants from the 
Textus Receptus in this verse and three have Old Latin witnesses. 
Indeed, Eusebius' most consistent support in this verse comes 
from that version. The one variant which spoils this consisten- 
eyvof Latin testimony is, therefore, deserving of special con- 
sideration. The patristic witnesses to this reading are Justin 
and Clement of Alexandria, And Justin's text of the New Testa= 
ment is known to have been very much like that behind the 01d 
Latin.® This means that the four variants at it. 6:53 all heve 
support from sources which are similar to the kind of Creek 
text which lay behind the Old Letin version. Three other vari-+- 


ants which have patristic support, but none from the Old Latin, 
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79 
are found in Eusebius! form of Mt. 11:27. In the case of two 
of these variants in Mt. 11:27, Eusebius is joined, not only by 
Justin, but also by Irenasus, another ancient writer whose text 
was similar to that of the Old Latin.” The third is supported 
by D, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and a few cursives, It may 
be noted that Clement's New Testament text was proved by °. M. 
Bernard to be "Western."® The evidence for this verse also may 
be read most easily as testimony to a text similar to the Greek 
text from which the Old Latin was derived. The variant at Ut. 
8:23 has no support from a witness with any known relation to 
the Old Latin text-type; the Fathers who support this reading 
are Origen and Epiphanius, the latter of whom was Palestinian by 
birth as Origen was by adoption, The meaning of the patristic 
testimony with respect to the five variants which lack Latin 
testimony appears to be thet at least in those readings sup- 
ported by Justin and Irenaeus, and perhaps in all except Nt. 
8:28, the evidence points toward a Greek text similar to that 
behind the Old Latin version. 

There is, of course, one problem with the use of the 01d 
Latin evidence, which is larger than the question whether the 
testimony is actually that of the 01d Latin rather than that of 
of the Vulgate or of exennteke Latin manuscripts. The chief 


problem in the use of versional testimony in the study of a 
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Greek text is that there are always a number of agreements or 
apparent agreements about which translational difficulties leave 
some doubt as to their significance. One may question in indi- 
vidual cases the importance of a dropped conjunction, or the 
alteration of a case form, or a difference in tense. These may 
be added to the ever-present possibility of independent errors 
or of accidental agreements in spelling, which make doubtful 
some agreements even with Greek manuscripts. But there are 
Latin and EZusebian variants of considerable importance about 
which there can be little question, such as the substitution of 
a pronoun for a conjunction in Mt. 5:45, The omissions of 
Tov Qe€ov after Baotrkctav in Mt. 6:33, of nn mvAn in Mt, 7214, 
and of oyAot in Mt. 12:15 are in a category of greater certain- 
ty. The high degree of agreement between Wusebius and the Old 
Latin in all of Matthew is startling; and it is especially 
pointed at Mt. 27:3 where Eusebius’ specifie statement that 
akeASaua is found in the Gospel brings to light the first Greek 
authority to support an addition that is characteristic of the 
Old Latin manuscripts. 

Therefore, a careful investigation of the Old Latin testi- 
mony leads to the conclusion that its relationship to the EBuse- 
bian text of Matthew is highly significent. Other evidence pre- 
vents the easy conclusion that the text of Fusebius in Matthew 
is identical with the Greek text which lies behind the Old Latin, 
but any theory of the text of Eusebius must reckon seriously with 
such ea text. | 


In this connection the evidence of the Greek uncial D may be 
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81 
introduced. D agrees with the Fusebian non-Byzantine variants 
in Matthew twenty times, Six of these agreements are singular 
or sub-singulsr; that is, they are found in Eusebius and PD and 
either very few or no other witnesses, In totsl agreements, 
the meaning of this is that PD stands next to & as the second+ 
ranking Greek witness to the text of Busebius.” However, the 
testimony of D is lacking for nine of these readings, where the 
Eusebian citation coincides with places in D that are defaced 
or missing. Percentage-wise, the testimony of D and Nis about 
the same. But in terms of the significance of the readings 
which they support, D appears much more important than&. The 
reason for this will become more apparent when the testimony of 
the "Alexandrian" group to Eusebius! text is discussed. Here, 
special attention may be focused upon the singular and sub- 
singular readings of the two manuscripts. Both & and PD have 
six of these unusual readings. MNcontains one truly singular 
reading; -° the rest of X's sub-singular agreements with FPuse- 
bius are found in "Western" witnesses as well. Of the unusual 
readings of D, on the other hand, only one is found in Greek 
witnesses of either the "Alexandrian" or "Caesarean" texts. 
This means that & tends to support Eusebius when Eusebius has 
support from non-'Alexandrian" sources while the historian's 


support from D includes significant variants where the great 





°gee Table Matttew-2, p. 150, 


lOpnt s reading is not in the original hand, but has been 
supplied by the RX° group of correctors. 
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"recensions" are in disagreement. When the testimony of D and 
the Old Latin is brought together, the result is a total of a- 
greements with Eusebius which is not approached by any other 
combination of authorities. Together, these two great "Western" 
authorities testify to forty of Fusebius' variants from the Tex- 
tus Receptus in Matthew, and in nineteen instances the "Western" 
witnesses are found with singular or sub-singuiar agreements. -* 
Pourteen readings in Eusebius have only "western" support. The 
direction in which this evidence leads is toward an affinity be- 
tween the text of Eusebius and ea text which, on the basis of 
our present witnesses, could be spoken of as geographically 
"Western." 

On the other hand, a careful study of the material in Ap~- 
paratus III in Part TI shows that many readings of the D-01d 
Latin text-type are not found in Tusebius. And this circumstance, 
taken with the evidence of the other witnesses about to be pre- 
sented, points toward a Greek text in Fusebius! Matthew that has 
not been subjected to all of the developments which influenced 
these two geographically "western" texts. The final conclusion 
about the nature of this Rusebian text of Matthew depends upon 
the testimony of other witnesses which also show a close kin- 
ship with Eussbius’ text. By way of anticipation it may be 
stated here that Fusebius' text of Matthew can hardly be ex- 


plained as a divergent form of the Greek behind the 91d Latin 





11g6e Table Matthewe3. pe 131. 
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83 
version, However, the D-Old Latin text+type might be understood 
as in some sense a divergent form of the Greek text used by Fue 
sebius. 

Research upon the “Ceesarean" text of the Gospels, particu- 
larly of Mark, has consistently suggested that the Fusebian text 
is "Caesarean."12 ‘The Lakes, it may be recalled, finally defined 
the "Caesarean" text as the text of Mark used by Busebius and 
Origen. * The acceptance of this definition of the "Caesarean" 
text in Matthew would preclude any new description of Eusebius! 
text; if by “Caesarean” one means the text used by Fusebius, 
then Eusebius! text is obviously "Caesarean" and even the quota 
tion marks may be removed safely. The question which then arises 
is whether Eusebius! text can be found in extant manuscripts of 
the New Testament, specifically in the so-called "Caesarean" 
witnesses: 6, 565, 700, ete. For the purposes of this study 
it hes appeared as more valid procedure to use the term "Coesarean” 
Text" to refer, not to the New Testament citations of Eusebius, 
but to the text of those manuscripts of the Gospels which are 
supposed to be representatives of that text. 

Manuscripts of the "Caesarean" group oceupy a peculiar posi- 

tion in textual studies. They contain remnants of an early text 
which are deeply imbedded in an essentially Byzantine base. The 
"Neutral" text of the Gospels may be simply and almost exactly 


defined as the text of Codex Vaticanus; the “Western” text, be-«- 





12see above, pp. 26 ff. 
1l3gee above, Dp. 2329. 
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84 
cause it is an “eccentric” text, may not be defined so simply, 
but with less exactitude may still be spoken of as the text of 
Codex Bezae. In the absence of testimony from the fragmentary 
p45 for comparison with the Eusebian text in Matthew, there is 
certainly no single "Caesarean" manuscript available for compar- 
ison that is not more Byzantine than "Ceessrean." This accounts 
in some measure for the relatively low position of individuel 
manuscripts of the "Caessrean" group in a scale which measures 
the relationship of individual witnesses to the Matthean text 
of Sanapiue.”* Manuseript 799 agrees with Rusebius more free 
quently than any other member of the group, and it has fewer a- 
greements than ten of the non-"Caesarean" witnesses. But a 
combination of the agreements of a number of "Caesarean" manu- 
seripts to produce a “Caesarean” text yields different results. 
It is apparent that, if enough witnesses are added to this 
"Caesarean" combination, an increasing number of agreements may 
be found. For example, 6 565 700 (which the Lakes supposed 
had the text most like Busebius--indeed, the text which could 
be used to fill in those vacancies caused by the historian's 
failure to cite a particular passage )1° agree with Eusebius’ 
non-Byzantine readings in Matthew twenty-three times, and five 


of these agreements are of the singuler or sub-singular varietys® 





14see Table Matthew-2. 


15566 above, PP. 28-29, 


1Seonsult Table Matthew-3. 
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85 
The addition of non-Byzantine readings from Family 1, Family 13, 
22, 28, and 157 brings the total of "Caesarean" agreements to 
twenty-nine, of which six are singular or subesingular. This 
would make the witness of all these "Caesarean" suthorities of 
slightly greater numerical strength than Nelone (twenty-four 
agreements), about the same as ABC 35 combined (twenty-nine a- 
greements, eight sub-singular), but still considerably less ime 
pressive than D-01d Latin (forty agreements, nineteen singuler 
or sub-singular). This does not mean that the "Caesarean" text 
has only an insignificant relationship to the text of Fusebius 
in Matthew. But this discovery does cuestion the wisdom of at« 
tempting to reconstruct a basic text by the simple expedient of 
adding together the non-Byzantine variants of von Soden's f 
categories. Can it be said that the non-Byzantine variants of 
all these manuscripts are evidence for a manuscript tradition 
which rests upon a basic ("Caesarean") text in the same way 
that B rests upon a “Neutral” text? Tn order to find a combina-~ 
tion of these "Caesarean" witnesses which can contend with D-01d 
Letin in support of Eusebiust text of Matthew, it would be nece 
essary to add to the testimony of 0, Family 1, Pamily 15, 22, 28, 
157, 565, and 700, the evidence also of Family 1424, the Geor- 
gian version, and W. 

And there is some real doubt as to whether W can be con- 
sidered a "Caesarean" (or “pre-Caesarean") witness in Matthew. 
The unique challenges to the science of textual criticism repre- 
sented by the Washington manuscript are well known. The Lekes 
described it in the following fashion’ 
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86 
Matthew is Byzantine in type, the first five chapters of Mark 
are Western, but the rest of the book is Caesarean, Luke is in 
part Neutral and in part Byzantine, and John is Neutral, but 
all four Gospels have been to some extent influenced by the 
Byzantine recension,17 
The nature of the non-Byzantine element in Matthew in Codex W 
is undetermined, W and Eusebius agree on twelve variants from 
the Textus Receptus. Three of these agreements are absolutely 
singular, Of the remaining nine agreements of W with Eusebius, 
four are found in "Alexandrian," six in "Caesarean" manuscripts, 
seven in DeOld Latin. It is impossible to make a decision as 
regards the text to which these readings in W belong; on this 
showing it could be either "Caesarean" or "Western." In the 
event, however, that the non»-Byzantine readings of # should 
prove to be "Caesarean," a compromise has been adopted in this 
study. The material has been analyzed both from the point of 
view of the acceptance of W as a witness to the "Caesarean" 
text in Matthew, and from the point of view of its rejection as 
such a witness. The result may be seen in Tables Matthew-5 and 
Matthew=4,18 

if @ is treated as a "Caesarean" witness, the broadest froup- 

ing of "Caesarean" authorities adopted in this study (@ W 1 13 
22 28 157 565 700 1424 Geo.) agrees with Eusebius against the 
Textus Receptus thirty-eight times, thirteen of which are singu- 


lar or sub-singular readings. This is only two less than the 
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18taple Matthew-4 is given on pp. 152-134. 
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87 
total agreements of D and Old Latin with Eusebius and nine more 
than the "Alexandrian" authorities %8C 33. By ineluding Win 
the group, "Ceessrean" authorities rank a high second in degree 
of support for Eusebius't divergences from the Textus Receptus. 

The subtraction of W from the "Ceesarean" testimony, howe 
ever, results in a slightly different picture: 6 1 13 22 28 
157 565 700 1424 Geo. are found with Eusebius agsinst the Textus 
Receptus thirty-two times, with ten of these readings proving 
to be of the singular or sub-singnler variety, This still leaves 
the "Caesarean" group between the "Western" on the one hand and 
the “Alexandrian” on the other, in the degree of support for 
these Eusebian variants, But seen in this way, their number of 
agreements is only slightly greater than the "Neutrel" group, 
ABC 35, while the gap between them and DeQld Latin is widened 
to eight.?? Indeed, the total "Caesarean" witness without W is 
less than that of the Old Latin alone. 

Further analysis of the evidence in terms of the so-called 
"Great Texts" resulted in the discovery of nine readings of 
Eusebius that are found only in "Caesarean" authorities."° of 
these nine readings seven are found only in members of the "pre- 
Caesarean" division of the group: W113 22 28. This is the 


only evidence discovered in Matthew which tends to support the 





Mr, when Wis taken away from the "Caesarean" group, it 
were added to the "Western" authorities, the result would be to 
increase the total number of "Western" agreements to forty-five 
and the number of singular agreements by three$ 


2O0This analysis is summarized in Table Matthew-4, 
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38 
division of the larger group into two parts ("Caesarean" and 
"pre-Caesarean"), It must be remembered that three of these 
"Caesarean" readings are found only in W; on the other hand, a 
variant found only in X° at Mt, 15:39 and the first variant in 
Mt. 5:45 (which is supported by manuscript 33 only, outside of 
the "Caesarean" group) might be added to this list. The dis- 
covery of a number of such readings is important, and increases 
the significance of the "Caesarean" testimony. 

Tt is important to remember that those readings which may 
with the greatest certainty be spoken of as "Caesarean" are for 
the most part the readings of the "pre-Caessrean" manuscripts. 
The “Caesarean” text of 6 565 700 1s now generally recognized 
as a mixed text. This raises the question whether it is not 
possible that many or even all of the readings of Eusebius which 
have only "Western" support may not have been a part of the 
"Caesarean" recension, The manuscripts of the "Caesarean" group 
are notoriously defective in their testimony to the ancient text 
which lies behind their present non-Byzantine element. Is it 
possible that the accidents of textual history have eliminated 
these AGtaliigs from all extant "Caesarean" authorities but that 
they were present in the earliest form of the text? This is a 
hypothetical question that cannot be answered with assurance. 

It would perhaps be foolish to deny the possibility that this 
hypothesis is true. However, there is no direct evidence in 
support of it. Moreover, the unique agreements of Fusebius with 
members of this large group appear, on the basis of the evidence, 


to be agreements with very early "pre~Caesarean" readings; that 
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89 
is to say, these variants are older than the text which the 
Lakes found in @ 565 700.1 wot only so, but the hypothesis of 
"lost Caesarean readings" must be stretched to cover no less 
than fourteen non-Byzantine readings in Eusebius which are found 
only in "Western" witnesses, To these fourteen variants should 
be added at leest four and perhaps five other readings upon 
which Eusebius and other early Pathers are in uni que agreement.”” 
If all of von Sodents I manuscripts were added to the "Caesarean" 
testimony, at least « few of these readings found only in "Weste 
ern" or patristic witnesses could be found. For example, manu- 
script 482 is classified by von Soden as a member of group "ec" 
of his 1* family; this family is headed in group "a" by axmy .25 
Manuscript 482 is poorly supported by AK'Il in its agreements 
with Eusebius against the Textus Receptus. But its testimony 
frequently coincides with "Caesarean" witnesses and the 014 
Latin, If the readings of this manuseript are truly "Caesarean," 
then two of its sub-singular variants which occur elsewhere only 
in the Old Latin and Eusebius could be added to the "Caesarean" 
testimony. But this manuscript is one of the ten best Greek 
witnesses to the non-Byzantine variants in Busebius' Matthew, 
and it agrees with Eusebius only ten times as may be seen in 


Table Matthew-2. How many witnesses' testimony would have to be 





21366 above, p. 27, 
22560 above, pp. 73-79. 
2305. cit., II Teil, p. xv. 
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90 
added together in order to perfect the agreement between Euse« 
bius and supposed "Caesarean" euthorities? In the last analy~ 
sis, should every singular or sub-singular "Western" reading be 
assigned to the "Caessrean" text, this would constitute proof, 
not merely that Eusebius' text was “Caesarean,” but also that 
the "Caesarean" text of Matthew is much more similar to the text 
of D and Old Letin than has been supposed. Such a discovery 
would point towerd the correctness of the hypothetical T-text 
of von Soden, with the exception thet the Old Latin would be 
given a much more prominent place in the T-tradition than was 
assigned it by von Soden. As a matter of fact, the Eusebian 
text of Matthew can be best explained by the hypothesis of a 
text containing many of the readings of both of the categories 
"Western" and "Caesarean." 

A discussion of the relationship of Fusebius! text of Mate 
thew to the "Caesarean"text must not be left without calling ate 
tention to Origents position also as a witness to the text of 
the historian. Origen agrees with Busebius' variants from the 
Textus Receptus sixteen times end seven of these agreements are 
singular or sub«-singular. It may be observed by consulting 
Table Matthew-2 that he ts outeranked by only four independent 
witnesses (disregarding the Vulgate because its testimony is 
identical with the Old Latin readings in Matthew). Only three 
Greek manuscripts (XBD) have a larger number of agreements wi th 
Busebius. The point was made frequently in chapter I that re- 


searchers dealing with the "Ceesarean” text regarded Origen and 
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Eusebius as its chief patristic witnesses," Kim attempted to 
prove the texts of Fusebius and Origen identical in his study of 
the Matthean text of Origen and concluded on the basis of data 
compiled by the multiple-variant method that their text is very 
close to manuscripts 1 and 1582, Murphy, reviewing essentially 
the same Eusebian materials, contradicted this conelusion; in 
his opinion, Eusebius' text is "Caesarean" in the broadest sense 
of the term, The relative positions of Origen and 1 (1582 a- 
grees with 1 regularly in the citations under consideration) 
leaves little doubt that, while Origen and Eusebius used texts 
of Matthew with a high measure of agreement, Kim's view of Eu- 
sebius' text was much too simple. The evidence for a close re= 
lation between Eusebius' text of Matthew and Origen's is very 
strong indeed. But, while Eusebius' agreements with 1 are not 
insignificant when all the "Ceesarean" witnesses are taken into 
account, the small total of only nine agreements between the 
two precludes the possibility that the historian was using a 
manuscript whose text can be described completely and finally 
as the text found in 1 and 1582, It is not certain either that 
the Matthean text of Eusebius is markedly more similar to Orie 
gen than to other early Fathers. The sixteen agreements between 
Busebius and Origen must be appraised in the light of other 
patristic testimony. Origen was one of the most prolific writers 


of ancient times end his Commentary on Matthew in addition to his 





other extant works provides many more points of comparison than 





24on the following discussion of this subject, cf. pp. 6-9, 
23-31, above. 
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do the works of other ancient writers. Irenaeus suppoorts Fuse- 
bius eight times, four times with the agreement of only a very 
few witnesses, Clement of Alexandria agrees seven times, five 
times when his testimony is joined by almost no other source. 
This means that Fusebiust testimony in Metthew coincides at 
points with several early Pathers and not exclusively with Ori- 
gen. It is certainly true that Origen's agreements are remark~ 
able. It may even be true that Eusebius and Origen had texts of 
Matthew of the same text-type. But this cannot be used to prove 
that the text was "Caesarean" when the testimony of the contin- 
uous-text Greck manuscripts and of the versions contradicts this 
conclusion. If Kim was correct in supposing that Origen's text 
was that of 1 and 1582, no number of agreements between Origen 
and Eusebius is sufficient to prove their texts identical. The 
most thet could be definitely claimed on the basis of these a- 
greements, if Kim's hypothesis is granted, wuld be that impor- 
tant elements in the Eusebian text of Matthew are also to te 
found in Origen and in 1 and 1582, Origen's supposed use of a 
text similar to all or part of the "Caesarean" recension and his 
significant agreenents with the text of Eusebius cannot be al- 
lowed to obseure the fact that the evidence of the New Testament 
manuscripts points toward a text of Matthew in Fuseblus that is 
slightly more "Western" than “Caesarean,” but also contains 
elements of both. 

The Eusebian text of Matthew has thus far been analyzed 
without reference to manuseripts of the "Neutral" or "Alexan- 


drian" text. The two great uncials at the head of these manu- 
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seripts, & and B, also stand at the very top of the Greek wit- 
nesses to the liatthean text of Busebius. A has twenty-four a- 
greements with Eusebius! variants from the Textus Reeceptus in 
the First Gospel; this means that & witnesses to Eusebius' text 
more regularly than any other single Greek authority. 3, which 
has twenty agreements with these non-Byzantine variants, ranks 
third among Greek sources in order of the numerical coincidences 
of readings, as may be seen in Table Matthew-2. Moreover, the 
testimony of the "Neutral" witnesses has a remarkable consisten+ 
cy; the agreements are distributed throughout Matthew and there 
are no large gaps which separate one "Neutral" agreement from 
another; this may be seen quickly in Table Matthew-~-l if attene 
tion is given to the locations of the readings. This appears to 
mean that individuel members of the "Neutral" text exhibit 
marked affinities with the Matthean text of Eusebius, It is 
another (though perhaps needless) proof of the quality of the 
two manuscripts, RB, that they are found in such regular agree- 
ment with the text of this early Father, 

The most remarkable thing about the "Neutral" authorities 
and the closely related "Alexandrian"™ manuscripts is the fact of 
their textual loyalty. The result of this consistency within 
the recension is that the addition of the testimony of good 
"Alexandrian" witnesses to the testimony of NB does not greatly 
enhance the relationship of the group to the text of Fusebius, 
This does not mean only that these witnesses are remarkably alike 
in their divergences from the Textus Receptus for the portions 


of Matthew under study, but also confirms the general opinion 
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that A and B are relatively pure representatives of the text. 
Because of the purity of these two manuscripts a reading found 
only in C, for example, has most frequently been regarded as a 
textual corruption found in an "Alexandrian" source and not as 
a reading of the "Neutral" text. The fact that the "Alexandrian" 
authorities have been added to the "Neutral" testimony in this 
study does not represent a repudiation of this traditional under- 
standing of the significance of RB, Phe combination of the tes- 
timony of NSC 33 was made in the interest of exploring all pos- 
sible combinations of witnesses which would shed light on the 
text of Eusebius. The significance of bringing these witnesses 
together has proved largely negative in the study of Matthew. 
Pirst, the addition of agreements found tn BC 33 to those found 
in R increases the number of agreements from twenty-four in X 
alone to only twenty-nine in all four sources. Secondly, the 
marked contrast between the result of combining "Alexandrian" 
witnesses and the result of bringing "Csesarean" witnesses to- 
gether suggests a need for caution in determining "Caesarean™ 
readings. Combining the testimony of the three "Caesarean" wite 
nesses which are most clearly related to each other, 9 565 700, 
brings the total of the group's agreements with Fusebius to 
twenty-three, ten more than the total for 790 alone, and fifteen 
more than the totel for 565 alone. The question naturally arises 
whether every non-Byzantine reading tn these three "Caesarean" 
manuscripts is a “Ceesarean" reading or whether some might not 
be due to independent corruption of the still hypothetical 


"Caesarean" text. Tn the third plece, the combination of 
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“Alexandrian” authorities brings to light the fact that among 
all their agreements with Eusebius, there is not a single varie 
ant from the Textus Receptus in Matthew upon which Eusebius hes 
the support of "Alexandrian" authorities only. Table Matthew-4 
has been arranged in terms of Eusebius! agreements with the 
"Great Texts" and shows the contrast in this respect between the 
"Neutral" and the "Caesarean" and "Western" authorities. The 
discovery that there are no distinctively “Neutral” readings in 
this portion of Eusebius! text weakens to some degree the im- 
pression left by X's almost unique position as a Greek authority 
in relationship to Fusebius' text, It suggests that, whatever 
the relationship of Eusebius and the "Alexandrian" authorities 
is (and the testimony of N alone makes it significent), the text 
of Eusebius cannot be explained as a text derived from the "Nevu- 
tral." On the other hand, the hypothesis that the “Alexandrtan" 
witnesses have in their textual history some dependence upon a 
text closely related to the one used by Eusebius must be con- 
sidered a possibility. 

The result of analyzing the Eusebian text of Matthew in 
terms of each of the "Great Texts" has been the discovery that 
no one of them can be claimed as Fusebiust text. Indeed, the 
evidence has pointed increasingly toward a text that could not 
be explained in terms of the conventional categories If the 
fifty-four Fusebian variants from the Textus Receptus for which 
“Alexandrian,” "Caesarean," and "Western" testimony is available 
&e studied closely, it will be found that seventeen readings are 


common to all three groups. "Caessrean" and "Western" author- 
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ities agree on five, “Neutral” and "Caesarean" on five, “Neutral” 
and “Western” on four. Fourteen are found in "Western" wit- 
nesses alone, five of these being Old Latin without any other 
support. Nine are "Caesarcan." The total of “Western” agree- 
ments is forty, of "Caesarean" thirty-six, of "Neutral" twenty- 
six. There is a tabular presentation of this evidence in Table 
Matthew-4. This summary of the relationship of the "Great Texts" 
to Busebiust text of Matthew points to a text closest to the 
"western" and farthest from the "Alexandrian" with the "Caesar- 
ean" about midway between, 

This suggests that the nature of Origen's agreements with 
Eusebius should be explored more fully with a view to determin-« 
ing, if possible, the element in the text of Origen which is 
most like that of Eusebius. In six of the sixteen cases of Tu- 
sebius' and Origen's agreement upon a variant from the Textus 
Receptus, both preserve a reading common to all three groups of 
witnesses. Three readings are preserved only in New Testament 
manuscripts of the "Neutral" and "Caesarean" recensions, but two 
of these (Mt. 5:45, 28:19) are found in "Western" Pathers. One 
reading is “Neutral” and "Western.” Another is "Caessrean" and 
“western. One is found only in other Fathers. One is "Caesar 
ean.” Three are “Western.” The total of "Neutral agreements 
is ten, of "Caesarean" eleven, of DeOld Latin eleven. Three 
readings not found in PD or 01d Latin are found in "Western" 
Pathers. The significant support for those readings upon which 
Eusebius and Origen’ are in agreement is from the "Caesarean" and 


"Western" groups, with the "Western" witnesses predominating. 



















"fexayek" ,ovi% no “npoteses)” S00 “Saxtcen®, 9 M 2 0) 
-3 fw “ootaot™ ol brset sxe cosets nc'l rut fe Ma 
sadte oe Svorntiv aftel o[0. anted csadt 20 aa 
-nemge "rservael” Yo Satod an! " nastanead" erm \e 
-ttoqwt “fartpoll” to. etlenyinicd “necrseesd™ Roy : : 
efldeT ai soneblive efidét to woltevaseotay telidagee et | 
"adze? teatd” off to qidanotieler eft riemowe eber a 
ont o¢ teeecls. dxady o of atdntow wodtida® Youtuet 
<tanee” elt dtte “setrbraxelAa” eft mor? teorttret 
eneoowtied 

di tw efnemesi3e .e'ne; lO to esvten eff? dest 
-naimreteh of wetv 2 dtiw yifu otomw berofexs ed BE 
ei doiriv negtav io ixe? acd at. toorale, a, sel 
oH" Io e@ano npetxta oft To xfe ol -zuldeawd Lo 
evize® edt sox. deeMav © seen, do¢empenys: aigagtat: | 
Ye sgquorg ceuit {fp o¢, common gh lhee.s epyaneeg ner 
tnometen? wel! yluc bevxeceno aya enalbadt eout? 


ow! tad ,anolancoes "nattence)” foe "Sentuet” ett Ro. 


Bhi: 


5 


end . e@cneid ati Vitactoisi® ce brvot ome. (OLAS, hse 

beg “otewaeoad" al sedtonh, “screteo¥”.the "Leet bg 
ah | 

~tsn0s0" zt on .evadte tedvo ob tion bawgh et asec” 

atnokeotss Tortceh" to Leted pir “sternal axe 
cond” .geveke mitel bL000 16) .neydte “mennmeen” Me, 
"roe och pW" int bauer ore Aited, bf cq Gint bage® ton 
dolew gocy abe lhaes, 0 oaorit ae hietiaiss slim ie Laat gd 
hae "marenqe?" bet gd, thongenye ahvets ngnteO ¥ 
fe Veiled phe ee 


‘ 
ie ‘ 7 
a | 

¢ 
wt 


— i i 
is wat 


97 

Before setting forth the conclusion to which this evidence 
leads, the evidence presented in Apparatus TI in Part IT should 
be described. Apparatus ITI deals with Eusebius! agreements with 
the Textus Receptus, Only thirteen of these readings in which 
Eusebius and the Textus Receptus agree against some other wit- 
ness, are not found in Nestle's Sixteenth Fdition (Mt, 2:22, 
9:15, 1025, 10:28, 11:25, 12218, 17:5, 19:17, 2126, 24:2, 25252, 
26:31, 27:51). Of these, only five may be called distinctively 
Byzantine (Mt. 11:25, 17:5, 19:17, 24:2, 27:51). Eusebius! 
reading at Mt. 19:17 is in question and the Text and Apparatus 
for this passage should be consulted by the reader. Fusebius' 
variant at Mt. 27:51 is read by DAI’, The other Byzantine read~ 
ings in Eusebius may perhaps be attributed to scribal revision. 
The non-Byzantine variant at Mt. 11:25 is found in five of Eu- 
sebius' best individual supporters, NBD Or. Clem., but the 
Textus Receptus reading is also found very early and may belong 
in Eusebius! text. Very frequently Eusebius bathe with the 
Textus Receptus against one of his two best Greek supporters, 
RX and Dy many of these disagreements are no doubt due to the 
eccentricities of the individual manuscripts. But, when ® and 
D are found with additional witnesses or when Eusebius disagrees 
in this way with Old Latin or "Caesarean" authorities, either 
Byzantine revision by @ later scribe must be postulated or Eu- 
sebiust text must be seen as one which did not participate in 
the local developments responsible for these variants. At any 
rate, the full collation of Eusebius against all readings, 


Byzantine or otherwise, provides us with the answer to the ques- 
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98 
tion as to whether his text was essentially Pyzantine. And the 
answer is thet it was not. 

This coMpletes the presentation of the evidence for Eusebius!’ 
text of Matthew. What conclusions may be drawn? The chief wit- 
nesses for the Matthean text of Eusebius are "Caesarean" and 
"Western," with "Western" witnesses slightly in the ascendancy. 
The position of the “id Latin indicates that Fusebtus made use 
of a type of Greek text which is significantly related to that 
version. Eusebius! ignorance of Latin makes it virtually impos~ 
sible that his quotations were influenced directly by the Latin 
version, Therefore, it is probable thet his Greek text was of 
a type very similar to that upon which the 01d Latin is based. 
The strong position of all the recensions in relation to Euse- 
bius! text of Matthew makes it impossible to describe his text 
as belonging to any of the conventional categories. His text 
was not distinctively "Neutral," yet the "Neutral" support is 
consistent end strong. He 1s close to several early Fathers at 
many points, especially to Origen. But an investigation of his 
agreements with Origen has disclosed that in these agreements, 
as in the full text, his readings were slightly less "Caesar~ 
esn" than "Western." In the light of this evidence it seens 
necessary to deny that the historian's text of Matthew may be 
comfortably housed in any of the conventional pigeon-holes of 
textual criticism. It would be best explained as the kind of 
text upon which the recensions themselves might have been based. 
In Matthew--but not’in John--the absence of uniquely "Neutral" 


resdings might make possible its description as a text similar 
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to von Soden's IT; and it may be recalled that von Soden regarded 
Eusebius as the best witness to nat On the other hand, the 
prominent position of NR and B in relation to this text, taken 
with their testimony to Eusebius’ text of the Fourth Gospel, sug- 
gests that von Sodents I category may be too specific. And it 
is certain that the Old Latin connection with this text is more 
prominent than one would expect from von Soden's outline of I. 
Therefore, the better description of Eusebius! text of Matthew 
is to call it ea pre-recensional text. 

C. The Text of Mark in Eusebius 

No attempt can be made to define the New Testament text of 
Eusebius in Mark because only a few Markan citations are found 
in the works consulted for this study. The six variants from 
the Textus Receptus discovered in these quotations have good sup- 
port from the Old Latin and from Codex @. Agreements and disa- 
greements between Fusebius and several witnesses ere shown in 
Table Marke1.7° 

D. The Text of Luke in Eusebius 

The Eusebian material available for this study provides a 
total of only twenty-seven variants from the Textus Receptus in 
Luke. This small number is due to the scarcity of Lucan cita- 
tions, not to the Byzantine character of the text. While twenty- 


seven variants are ordinarily too few for the purpose of gener- 





op, cit., I Teil, II Abteilung, p. 1494. 
26see p. 136, 
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alizing about the text, the data for Luke are similar enough to 
the Matthean data to give some basis for tentative judgments. 
This does not mean that the witnesses to Busebius' text of Luke 
are exactly the same as for Matthew or that each witness agrees 
in tuke and Matthew with an identical proportion of variants from 
the Textus Receptus. But the general picture is about the same. 
Indeed, these Lucan passages may be said to exhibit the same kind 
of text, with some of its distinguishing characteristics exag- 
gerated, The situation may be illustrated by the difference be- 
tween a photograph and a caricature. If the subject of the por- 
trait has a prominent nose, then the cericaturist emphasizes 
this mark of individuality. The distribution of witnesses for 
these twenty-seven variants in Luke appears in some respects to 
be a caricature of the Matthean variants from the Textus Re- 
ceptus.°” 

A first glance at the Lucan evidence will not leave this 
impression. The Old Latin has apparently surrendered its lead« 
ership in number of agreements with the non-Byzantine readings 
of Eusebius to the great uncieals, NBD. DP has fourteen agree- 
ments, B thirteen, X twelve, the Old Latin eleven, The "Ceesare 
ean" manuscripts taken individually occupy a relatively stronger 
position than in Matthew in comparison with other individual 


28 


witnesses. Origen is found in support of Eusebius only four 





27 se0 Table Iuke-1, p. 137, where al] the readings are shown 
@long with their supporters. 


28se6 Table Luke-2, Pp. 138 
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times. The manuscripts AKTT have more agreements with Eusebius 
in the few readings in Luke than in ell of il MNatthean cita- 
tions. Other manuscripts which were not significant witnesses 
to the Matthean text of Eusebius bear strong testimony to his 
text of Luke, while manuscripts and versions which showed con- 
siderable agreement with the Matthean text appear unrelated to 
the text in Luke. There are these marks of difference, but they 
appear to be superficial on close examination, 

When this evidence is subjected to serutiny, the differences 
between Eusebius! supporters in Matthew and Luke ere minimized. 
For example, the apparent weakening of the Old Latin testimony 
is illusory. Eight of Eusebiust variants from the Textus Receptus 
were of such a nature that the Latin testimony could not be cited 
by Lege” or Tischendorf and its underlying Greek is unknown, 
though in six of these Eusebius hes the support of D. This re- 
duces to nineteen the number of variants for which it is possible 
to compare the readings of Eusebius and the Old Latin. There- 
fore, in percentage of egreements upon variants for which testi- 
mony of the witnesses is available, the Old Latin manuseripts 
still rank higher then any of the individual Greek witnesses. 

Wot only so, but an analysis of the Old Latin testimony shows 
thet for Luke as for Matthew the Old Latin evidence may be cone 


fidently cited as the agreement of its underlying Greek text 





22mne manuseript copy of Legg's Lucan apparatus was made 
available on microfilm by the International Greek New Testament 
Project, thus making possible a more dependable apparatus for 
this section than is available in any printed edition. 
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with the text of Eusebius, There is no evidence that any of 
these readings of the Old Latin is due to the infiltration of 
Vulgate variants into the older text; on the contrary, the Vul- 
gate supports Eusebius only half as frequently as the Old Latin 
and never without its agreement. “Western” patristic and manu- 
script sources confirm the genuineness of the Old Latin's sub- 
Singular agreements with Fusebius. Gk. 1:31 is the reading of 
Cyprian, whom Kenyon described as “the most important patristic 
witness to the text of the Latin Bible in use in Northern Africe 
during the third century."59 ‘The variant at Lk. 1:33 is found 
in Ireneeus, while that at Lk. 15:16 is read by both Irenaeus 
and Tertullian. D agrees with the reading found at Lk. 10:1. 
This means that in four of the five cases where the 01d Latin 
is in agreement with Eusebius and only a very few other wit- 
nesses the dependability of its testimony is confirmed by other 
early "Western" sources. The fifth is an absolutely unique a+ 
greement at Ik. 24:13 where Fusebius himself probably intends to 
say that KAcwnac as well as ¢uuaovc is found in the Gospel 
according to Luke. 

The addition of D to the Old Latin testimony gives a total 
of twenty agreements between "Western" authorities and Eusebius! 
twenty-seven variants from the Textus Receptus in "uke; eight 
are singular or sub-singuler agreements. As in Matthew, this is 


a larger number of total agreements than is found in any group- 





9p. cit., p. 217. 
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ing of non-"Western" authorities unless the testimony of AKTI 
482 is added to the broadest "Caesarean" grouping. And, even 
when AKTI 482 are added, the "Caesarean" authorities show fewer 
singular and sub-singular readings,” D and Old Latin are again 
the chief but not the exclusive supporters of Eusebius text. 

On the basis of the readings which diverge from the Textus 
Receptus "Caesarean" witnesses appear to give closer support to 
the Lucan text than to the Matthean text of Eusebius. The larg- 
est grouping of "Caesarean" authorities, including both "Ceesar- 
ean" and “pre-Caesarean" manuscripts and also the group AKIT 482, 
has a total of twenty agreements with Eusebius, of which five 


32 


are singular or subesingular agreements. The "pre+-Caesarean" 


witnesses attest eighteen of the twenty agreements, while 0 


565 700 have only eleven.°” 





Slsee Table Luke-3, p. 139, 


S206 manuscripts AKTT 482 are closer to each other in the 
portions of Luke studied than in the portions of Matthew already 
considered, In every instance but one (Lk, 12:42, where the 
_ group is unique in its support of Eusebius) the readings of AKTT 

482 have the concurrence both of B and of the “Caesarean” group, 
Indeed, AKTI 482 have the agreement of D and/or 01d Latin in all 
these cases except that at Lk. 12:49 where a "Western" patristic 
authority, Cyprian, concurs and at Lk. 10:1 (third variant) 
where only A of the group agrees with Fusebius. Except for the 
Singular agreement at Lk. 12:42 AKTI 482 appear to agree with 
Eusebius only because both have very old readings in their 
exemplars, and not because of distinctively similar elements in 
their texts, If the group is treated as a part of the "Caesar- 
ean” witness, it adds only one singular agreement to the total 
of all the "Caesarean" authorities, 


S3the evidence of Codex W may be disregarded in the analysis 
of the Lucan text of Eusebius in so far as the citations under 
consideration here are concerned, since its six agreements with 
Eusebius are all found in 8 and also in either 1 or 13 or both. 
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On the basis of the twenty-seven variants of Nusebius from 
the Textus Receptus, the historian's Lucan text thus appears to 
have & slightly larger "Caesarean" element than his text of 
Matthew, But the “Caesarean” authorities are insufficient in 
themselves to explain the text of Luke. 

The "Neutral" and "Alexandrian" testimony to the Tucan text 
of Eusebius is virtually the same as its testimony to the Mat» 
thean text, One additional “Alexandrian” authority, lL, agrees 
with Eusebius a significant number of times (eleven). ABCL 33 
have a larger totel number of agreements with Fusebius' readings 
than 9 565 700, but none are singular or sub-singular agree- 
ments.” * Indeed, each of the four uncials of the "Alexandrian" 
group has more agreements than @ S65 709, if Cts lacunae are 
treated as agreements at points where the rest of the "Alexan- 
adrian" testimony is unanimous." But, as in Matthew, all of 
these agreements between Fusebius and the "Alexandrian" wit- 
nesses lack the distinction of any reading that could be des- 
eribed as an “Alexandrian” reading. Again, the "Neutral" text 
is not the base of Busebius'* texts but the agreements with 
individual “Alexandrian™ witnesses must be considered significant 
because of their consistency. 

An analysis of these readings in terms of the "Great Texts" 


of the New Testament brings to light results very similar to such 





54806 Table Luke-5. 


S5¢onsult Tables Luke-1 and Luke-2. 
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an analysis of the Matthean material, Eleven readings are 
found in all three recensions., Four readings havs both "Neutral" 
and "Caesarean" agreement; two are found in "Western" and "Caesar- 
ean" authorities; seven are uniquely "Western" and two uniauely 
"Caesarean." Poth uniquely "Caesarean" readings occur only in 
"pre-Caesarean" manuscripts. The unique reading at Lk. 12:42 
found only in Eusebius and New Testament witnesses AKTI 482 was 
omitted from the survey and may add one "Caesarean" reading in 
this analysis.°° 

While the bulk of the Lucan material is very slight, the 
pattern of the testimony is so similer to that presented in 
connection with Matthew es to lead to s similar conclusion. It 
may be tentatively stated that the Lucan material, like the 
Matthean, has sufficiently broad support from the ancient texts 
of the New Testament to be referred to as pre-recensional. 

EB, The Text of John in Eusebius 

The works of fusebius investigated in the course of this 
study yielded a particularly rich harvest of quotations from 
the Gospel of John. Seventy-one variants from the Textus Re- 
ceptus were found; the testimony of witnesses in agreement with 
Eusebius is shown in Table John-1.°7 These seventy-one variants 
ere not, nowever, an adequate indication of the extensiveness of 


the Johannine materials used by Eusebius. The reader of Part IT 





36, compressed Table Tuke-4 is given on pe. 139. 


57see pp. 140-142. 
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will note how frequently one verse or passage has been found in 
more than one place in Eusebius' writings. Also, a rather larze 
number of Johannine citations culled from Eusebius ceme from 
verses in which no significant variants sre known, 

A number of manuscripts not previously listed in this study 
make their appearance as supporters of @usebius' text of John. 
The appearance of the new witnesses is due primarily to the fact 
that the Johannine materials are so extensive. “ost of the new 
witnesses belong to von Soden'ts I-Text and at one time or an- 
other virtually all of them have been described as related in 
some way to the "Caesarean" text, 

The Eusebian text of John has notable differences from his 
text of the Synoptics that will be mentioned as the analysis of 
the text proceeds. A superficial glance at the testimony of 
individual witnesses to Eusebius! Lacan veriants produced at 
first a mistaken impression of merked divergence from the Mat~- 
thean testimony. While the diffe~ences between Susebius! text 
of John and that of Matthew and luke should not be over-stressed, 
a superficial reading of the evidence of individual witnesses 
would result in the opposite mistake here. The evidence of the 
individual witnesses in John looks deceptively similar to that 
in Matthew and Luke.°° ‘There is, however, a subtle shift in 
the weight of the testimony of these witnesses that cannot be 


shown in tables or uninterpreted statistics. 





a Table John-2, p. 145, with Tables Matthew-2 and 


Luke-2 Pt 
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For example, the (obviously correct) subtraction of X° read- 

ings from the total number of agreements which & has with the 
Eusebian variants from the Textus Receptus leaves the Old Latin 
version again as the chief witness to Eusebius! text. It may 
be pointed out that, if those variants for which the testimony 
of the Old Latin is uncertain are ignored, the Old Latin has a 
much higher percentaze of agreements than & plus X°.°9 on the 
other hand, there is considerably more evidence of corruption 
in those eight instances where only one or two Old Latin wit- 
nesses are found in support of Rusebius. Three of these vari- 
ants (Jn. 1:15, 2:11, 5:44) are supported only by "Neutral" 
witnesses. One (Jn. 5:2) appears to be a Vulgate reading. Two 
(In. 3:24, 10:12) are read by “Caesarean” manuscripts. The re~ 
maining two (Jn. 16:7, 17:22) have unimposing patristic witnesses 
in agreement with them. The Vulgate agreements are proportion- 
ately fewer for Eusebius’ text of John (only eleven) then for 
his text of Matthew and Luke, but they show considerably more 
independence of the 01d Latin version and at one place (Jn. 
19:23) the Vulgate is found in almost unique agreement with Eu- 
sebius against the Old Latin. In John, a larger portion of the 


Old Latin manuscript testimony in favor of Eusebius comes from 





S9nne ficure of sixty-one (consult the 91d Latin column of 
Table Johnel) for the number of times that the Old Latin testi- 
mony is known is only approximate. ‘either Tischendorf nor von 
Soden exhibit the Old Latin evidence as fully as Legg, and the 
latter's volume on John was never begun. Consequently, some of 
the blank spaces in the Old Latin column of Table Johnel may 
not show disagreement with Eusebius as positively as in the 
tebles for Matthew and Luke. 
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the younger European group. The meaning of this evidence of 
both Latin versions is that, while the Old Latin version ts 
still one of the best witnesses to Fusebius! text in John, the 
relationships of both the Old Latin and the Vulgate are not the 
same as in the Synoptics., This change of relationship between 
Busebius and the Latin versions occurs simultaneously with a 
change of relationship between Eusebius and the "Neutral" text 
and this will be discussed below. In view of the fact that the 
better manuscripts used by Jerome in preparing the Vulgate may 
also have been "Neutral,"*° tne simultaneity of this alteration 
of the Latin and "Neutral" testimony cannot be regarded as co+ 
incidence. 

It is at the point of this coincidence of changing rela-~ 
tionships between certain witnesses and the Eusebiean text that 
the largest attention must be given in our textual analysis. 
The position of the "Neutral" and “Alexandrian” authorities as 
individuals does not seem at first glance to be very different 
in John from that in the Synoptics., To be sure, an important 
"Neutral" witness is added, for Wis "Neutral" in the Fourth 
Gospel; but this apecere to be about the only major difference. 
The fact of the matter is, however, that the difference is very 
great. By combining the testimony of NBCLW 33, it is possible 


to find a combination of related manuscripts which have, in John, 





*0sonn Wordsworth and H. J. White, Novum Testamentum Domini 
Nostri Tesu Ceistt Latine secundum editionem sancti Hieron mi, 
Peete orima, vangella, Oxford, 1989, pp. 655-6575, cited by 
Kenyon, op. cits, De 259. 
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a larger number of sgreements with Eusebius! non-Byzantine vari- 
ants than D and the Old Latin} The difference is only one read~ 
ing: the "Alexandrian" manuscripts have forty-nine agreements 
as compared with forty-eight in the "Western" authorities. But 
with respect to singular and sub-singular readings, the situation 
is reversed; D and Old Latin have twenty-seven of these very im- 
portant agreements and NSCLW 33 have only tuentpatnd Tt cane 
not be said, therefore, thet the “Alexandrian” witness to the 
text of Eusebius in John is superior to the "Western" witness. 
Moreover, it should be noted that the total witness of the "Neu- 
tral" text to the part of John studied here is virtually intact, 
while the testimony of D and 01d Latin is occasionally missing. 
But, when every effort has been made to minimize the testimony 
of the "Alexandrian" witnesses in the interest of a uniform text 
for all four Gospels, the final word is spoken by the data. The 
relationship between Eusebius and the "Alexandrian" witnesses is 
closer in Jcha than in the Synoptics; because the Old Latin evi- 
dence is less certainly uncorrupted, the relationship between 
Eusebius and "Western" authorities is weaker in John than in the 
Synoptics. 

The relationship of the "Caesarean" witncsses to the text of 

Rusebius in John also is different from that in his Synoptic 
text. This may be due in part to a change in the character of 


the "Caesarean" text which hes never been defined in John. Or 





4lnonsult Table John-3, p. 144. 
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it may be due to the failure of the "Caesarean" manusert pts to 
maintein their textual integrity in this Gospels; for example, 
manuacript 700 of the "Caesarean" group is = poor supporter, not 
only of Eusebius, but elso of 6 and 565 for this part of John. 
Whatever the cause, the "Caesarean" text ranks e poor third to 
the “Neutral” and "Western" in support of Eusebius! text of John, 
Wnereas there is a gap of only one in total sgreements between 
the “Alexandrian” end "Western" witnesses in John, the gap widens 
to nine between "Western" end the broadest "Caesarean" grouping. 
G@AKIZ 113 22 28 157 482 565 790 agree with Eusebius’ non-Byzan- 
tine variants thirty-nine times, fourteen times with singular or 
sub«singulsr agreement, The smeller group ARTI 482 contributes 
five agreements found in no other "Caesarean" witnesses and all 
of them are singuler or sub-singular agreements, As in Matthew 
end contrary to their evidence in Luke, the support of 482 and 
other members of this srowp for Susebius appears to come from 
different elements in their texts. “Wanuseript 482 again exhibe 
its readings which it shares only with the 91d Latin end Buse-~ 
bius. ‘Three of the five agreements added to the "Caesarean" 
total from this group are found in 482 only. The first is a 
gub-singular reading found elsewhere in NB at Jn. 3224, The 
other two (Jn. 19:38, 14:26) are sub-singular readings shared 
with the Old Latin only. The fourth (Jn, 14:26, first variant) 
is the reeding of I1® and is found elsewhere only in D, 01d 
Syriac, end Bohairic. The last (Jn, 17:24) is an agreement of 
A with Eusebius, found elsewhere only in B, The readings of the 


important recognized "Caesarean" authorities, 9 1 13 22 28 565 
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709, total only thirty-four, of which nine are singular or sub- 
singular; thirty-two of the total agreements are found in the 
“pre-Caesarean” manuscripts as are eight of the singular or sub- 
singular agreements with Eusebius; 9 565 700 contain a total of 
twenty-five agreements, of which only four are sub-singular. 
New Testament manuscripts of Family 1 are Eusebius’ closest sup- 
Sertéve of the "Caesarean" group. Of the twenty-four agreements 
attributed to 1 in the figures above and in the tables, two are 
found only in manuscript 2193 which was assigned to the same sub- 
grouping of Family t des 1 and 1582 by von Soden, but both of 
these readings are found in other "pre-Caesarean" authorities. 
At other places the "Caesarean" testimony is in doubt. For ex- 
ample, at Jn, 17:23 the only "Caesarean" witnesses are Miede 
members of Family 13 (69 124 788) which do not always preserve 
family readings; in Jn, 19225 an almost unicue reading is found 
in 1243 while another variant with few witnesses (Jn. 19:23, 
third variant) is found only in 69 of the "Caesarean" group. 
These, however, are minor concerns which do not greatly affect 
our estimate of the relationship of the "Caesarean" text to the 
Eusebian text of John. That estimate must reckon with the fact 
that the numerical support of the "Caesarean" group, while less 
than that of the "Neutral" and "Western" manuscripts, is still 
significant and includes some distinctively "Caesarean" readings. 
A further evaluation of the three "Creat Texts" in relation to 
Eusebius! text of John may be postponed until after se presenta- 
tion of the results of further analyzing the material in terms 


of these recensions, 
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Sixty-seven readings in which Fusebius differs from the 


Textus Receptus are attested in one or more of the manuscripts 
known to belong to the "Great Texts." These readings have been 
analyzed to determine the testimony, not of individual witnesses, 
but of witnesses as representatives of the "Great Texts."4%) tne 
authorities included were NBCLW 33 D Old Latin @ 565 700 1 13 

22 28. Forty-nine of the sixty-seven readings were found in 
“Alexandrian” authorities; forty-eight were found in "Western" 
witnesses; only thirty-three hed "Caesarean" support. Three of 
the “Caesarean" are doubtful (Jn. 17:23 and In. 19:23, two vari-~ 
ants) and have been mentioned above. A further break-down of 
the readings shows nineteen to heave support from manuscripts of 
all three texts. Fourteen are found in “Alexandrian® and "West- 
ern" authorities, seven in "Alexandrian" and "Caeserean."” "“Cae- 
sarean” and "Western" witnesses attest four variants not found 
in an "Alexandrian" manuscript. Eleven variants are "Western," 
nine are "Alexandrian," and three are "Caesarean," It may be 
stated quite definitely on the basis of this evidence that the 
text of Eusebius in John, while it contains elements found in 
the "Caessrean" text, is not "Caesarean." It is predominantly 
"Neutral" and "Western." But the support of all three texts is 
such that it appears possible here, as in Matthew and Luke, to 
speak of Eusebius' text as belonging to no recension exclusively. 


Fusebtus! text of John is pre-recensional,. 





425668 Table John=4, pp. 145-147. 
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As will be shown in chapter IV, Hollis W. Huston has advanced 
an argument for a text of this character in the third-century 
papyris*” Evidence from the papyri and other early fragmentary 
material would be of special value here. But a disappointing 
feature of the study of Fusebius' text of the Gospels has been 
the infrequency with which extant testimony from papyri and ear~ 
ly vellum fragments included in Huston's study coincides with 
Eusebius' quotations, Eusebius! citations from John coincide 
more frequently with existing fragmentary evidence, but even here 
the testimony of the extremely important Beatty Cospel (p#5) can 
be had for only seven readings. The agreements between Fusebius 
and P*5 in these few cases is very marked; there are four agree=- 
ments, of which two are read only by Eusebius end a small number 
of authorities. The readings of a fifth-century fragmentary 
manuscript, 029, are available for the twelve Eusebian citations 
from chapters six and eight of John; it is found in agreement 
with the historian five times, The vellum fragment 960 (fifth 
century) is available for five readings in dn. 14, and it agrees 
with Eusebius twice, Not much can be made from this evidence. 
The degree of relationship between Eusebius and p45 4s very 
great for the insignificant number of times that their fragmen- 
tary testimony coincides, but it is impossible to say whether 
Eusebius! text of John was very similar to that of p#5 op merely 


thet this testimony amounts to an interesting coincidence, 





4SHuston, op. cits, PP. 145-1503; see below, py 166. 
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$4 will show that the agreements be- 


A glance at Table John-5 
tween Origen and Eusebius, analyzed in terms of the "Great 
Texts," support: the conclusion that Eusebius’ text is pre- 
recensional. 

Eusebius agrees with the Textus Receptus against Nestle fif- 
teen times. In five cases (Jn. 5:37, 6:38, 6:58, 19:23, and 
20:17) the FEusebian readings may be Byzantine. Of the remain- 
ing ten, one (Jn. 19:23) also agrees with BDO. Another (Jn. 
14:26) occurs within a non-Byzantine variant, shown in Apparatus 
TI. That at In. 6:32 involves the confusion of cSuxev and 
Se5wxev , a frequent ancient error, In view of the fact that 
Nestle's text rests upon modern "Neutral" editions, it is sig- 
nificant though perhaps not surprising that the remaining seven 
agreements of Eusebius with the Textus Receptus ageinst early 
authorities are agreements against distinctively "Neutral" vari-+ 
ants; two of these readings are found in dn. 1:18 and the re- 
mainder in Jn. 2:20, 3:16, 3:18, 5:19, and 6:58, The clear mean- 
ing of the evidence collected in Apparatus TIT is that Eusebius’ 

text of John is certainly not a Byzantine text. However, the 
| number of "non-Neutral" readings recorded in this section does 
weaken to some degree the "Neutral" testimony in Apparatus TI. 
The consistency of these "non-Neutral” readings in Apperatus 
TIT tells against the hypothesis that they are all the product 


of a Byzantine reviser of Eusebius. Indeed, in view of this 





ae Pp. 148. 
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additional information, it appears best to describe Eusebius' 
Johannine evidence as slightly more "Western" than "Neutral," 
rather than to speak of the testimony of those two recensions to 
the Eusebian text as about equal. 

The ultimate conclusion remains unaffected, however. “use- 
bius! text of John is pre-recensional,. 

P, The Text of Acts-Catholics in Fusebius 

The data for examining Busebiust text of Acts-Catholics are 
rather sparse; consequently, there are only thirty-five variants 
from the Textus Receptus in this unit. Twenty-six of these are 
found in Acts alone. 

Eusebius’ best supporters in terms of total agreements with 
his non-Byzantine variants are WAB, each of which has seventeen 
agreements; each also has two sub-singular agreements with Euse- 
bius. RNABC together witness twenty-one of Fusebius' thirty-five 
variants from the Textus Receptus; this group aopears to have 
the closest relationship of any extant grouping of authorities. 

“Western” authorities, D (twelve), — (seven), and the An- 
dreas Commentary (nine), also support Eusebius well. As a group, 
these three witnesses have sixteen agreements with busebius$ 
and DE have no Catholics section, 

Manuseript 1739 was thought by Lake to be closely related 
in Paul to Origen and Gaesarea.*” As a matter of fact, the 


manuscript contributes no agreement with Eusebius in Acts- 





4SHarvard Theological Studies, XVII, 143-145, 





Say 
iy | 


a eile Te 




























eff 


‘asides? edfaonab of Yend erascces +! ‘ Ont 


1 Zi 
re 


ier 


ib Se 


" Lectuet” sect? “ovevee¥" eron vittulia, on 908 


od anolnawoe: ott aged’ tc yaomitaes eri? To 





aferce Jvode ae 






=) J - 
~sou  ,tevencd ,betseT! ann entaicet notantonnigd ‘a 


- leno tensons-ong et nck 

gvidean «at eatforited<atod te stat 

ere agtlodtel-eioA to xe ‘enidean gain LORS: 3e% 
eftaeicay evli-ginii? tine ete et6ece , 7ifcoupesnes 
ere o@er't to xhe-vinew? «ting ettt nf eutqwaofl 
-onote a 

duty mtiomoms [a¢et to artes at avodeceqre, dagh * 
neetoeyee eat smith to cveo .gAK ove etnsiaesy ef 
-9e00 Siinw atooneotqe ialuggtesdge ows eas oats. dose. 
ov it-ydebtd ‘esrtdeart ‘to edo-yinewt vaont fr roam tnte 
oved ot amandgé osory efit rentqeost out xee we 
~seittrodtivs Ic 4niqugrs trad ce via 2 ctaneiaton # 
«0k otf fuk 4 (ocvor) a easiest) o sao PARR 
quot eG offer iy trienudt droqaue oada eC amtee) 





« 


iw wi 
sr Tena atin stoorgenye neegxie over! . __ 


, Te feng 


pot? oem cots ia 

bedthtem titéanito ai Lott ster way devo am ab oe ' 08 
dat edn 30 étden-o ua. Miele tom, | 
=830h nit dechwiantt eit tw! Geena ont ged 


| on) ea) ae ca ehh Mh a 
| | oy € eas oi ri i. 


, ¥ 


116 
Catholics which is not found in NAB or in some members of von 
Soden's qo group. 
But the agreement of a group of medieval manuscripts with 
the Eusebian text of Acts-Catholics proves most interesting and 
probably most significant of all. This is the group defined by 


Kenneth W. Clark es Family 2412.76 


Manuscripts of this class 
not only support Eusebius sixteen times, but of these sixteen 
agreements no less than seven are singular or sub-singular. 
Four of the seven, in turn, are virtually family readings, be- 
ing found so far as can be determined in only one medieval manu- 
seript not in the femily in three cases and nowhere outside the 
family in the fourth. The family does not support Eusebius 
well in Paul. 

On the basis of this scanty evidence, one cannot make many 
safe generalizations. The text of Acts-Catholies is different 
from that of Paul in Eusebius; this much is clear. The former 
text is closely related to the "veutral" manuscripts; this too 
seems to be clear. The amazing support given Eusebius by menue 
scripts of Family 2412 suggests that this group preserves a very 
good, old I element in its Byzantine base, but it is hardly pos- 
sible to say more then this. If von Soden's categories were ace 
cepted, these veriants in Fusebius would agree with twenty-two 
readings found in ra" manuseripts, with twenty-one found in H 


3 
manuscripts, with nineteen found in I® manuscripts. But, not 
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46224 ont American Praxapostololi, Pp. 35-56. 
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only are the categories themselves in doubt, but the evidence 
is unfortunately incomplete. Such as it is, the evidence both 
of the manuscripts in Tables Acts=Catholics-1 and Acts-Catholics« 
2*7 and of the von Soden classes points toward a text that can 
be claimed exclusively by neither the "Western" nor the "Neu~ 
tral" recensions. 

G. The Text of the Pauline Corpus in Eusebius 

The energies of most textuel scholers have been spent on the 
analysis of the text of the Gospels. In turning now to the 
Pauline text we enter a field where very little research has 
been done; the two broad families of "Neutral" and "Western" 
manuscripts sre recognized but the differences between them are 
somewhat less pronounced than in the Gospels. 

The Eusebian material shown in Pertti contains eighty- 
‘Mine variants from the Textus Receptus in Paul. The evidence 
of individual witnesses in support of these Eusebian readings 
is set out in full in Teble Peul-1*% ‘there the reader will be 
able to observe that Family 2412, which appears to have a ree 
markable text in Acts-Catholics, does not support Eusebius as 
well in Peul al though its support is still better than that of 
most late manuscripts, Also, it will be seen that manuseript 
17359 which Lake hypothesized was uniquely related to the text 


of Origen is apparently a secondary witness to the "Neutral" 
cee aaenenenenenememenenem een ee 


*7see pp. 149-150. 
48c06 pp. 151-154. 
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text of Paul as von Soden hypothesized. *? These manuscripts 
will not be introduced into the subsequent analysis. 

Eusebius’ chief support among the continuous-text witnesses 
again comes from the old and highly regarded authorities. Five 
of the six manuscripts which lead in total agreements are manu= 
scripts of the "Neutral" group. The most important of these is 
X%, which is found with Eusebius against the Textus Receptus for« 
ty-nine times. It is interesting to note that manuscript 33, 
with forty-five agreements, has a larger total number of these 
variants than B (forty-one), C’ (twenty-nine), or A (forty-two); 
however, the evidence of B is lost for eleven readings and C is 


50 Moree 


available for comparison on only fifty-sight variants. 
over, 353 has only four singular or sub-singular vafiants, in 
contrast to the nine found in A and the nine in B. These five 
"Neutral" witnesses (NABC 33) support Eusebius in sixty-one 
variants from the Textus Receptus, of which fourteen are singu- 
lar or jee. dtnetes RAB attest either as a group or as indi- 
viduals eleven readings that are not found in DPG 01d Latin or 
pte. Tt would appear that Eusebius’ text in Paul is significant- 
ly related to the "Neutral" group, but the remainder of the 
evidence is of such a nature that Eusebius’ text cannot be 


spoken of as "Neutral." As in the Gospels, Eusebius! text is 





ahd above, Pp. 116, and von Soden, op. cite, IT Teil, p. Xv. 


"See Table Paul-2, p. 155. 


5lsee Table Paul-3, p. 156. 
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of a type that refuses to conform to the conventional categories. 

"Western" witnesses also ere prominent in their support of 
Busebius, both as individual authorities and as a groupe PD has 
forty-eight agreements with Fusebius' non-Byzantine readings and 
nine of these are singular or sub-singular, Old Latin authori«- 
ties agree forty-one times, and fourteen of these agreements are 
Singular or sub-singular. G end FP, which are sisterecodices, 
agree thirty-seven and thirty-three times respectively, and both 
have six almost unique agreements, DFG Old Latin combined sup-= 
port Eusebius sixty-two times, twenty times when Eusebius has 
very little suppcrt from any other source; fifty-two of these 
readings are found in DFG alone. This evidence appears to mean 
that Eusebius has about the same support from the "Western" as 
from the "Neutral" witnesses, and it is a further indication of 
the pre-recensional character of his text. 

Phere are seventy-four Eusebian variants for which the testi- 
mony of the major "Neutral" (XAB) and "Western" (DFG Old Latin) 
is available. An analysis of these seventy-four variants shows 
fifty-eight supported by the “Neutral” text and sixty-two sup- 
ported by the "Western." Porty-eight are found in authorities 
of both recensions, Eleven are found in "Neutral" witnesses 
only, while fifteen are read by only the "Western" authorities 


52 


ineluded. This confirms the impression that Fusebius'’ text 





ene distribution of the testimony, analyzed in terms of 


the "Neutral" and "Western" texts will be found in Table Paul- 


| distribu- 
4-5 , 157-160, This table is also used to show the 
tion of the testimony of P46 and that of Origen as well. 
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cannot be assigned to either "Text" but is related to both. 

If, however, Eusebiust text is spoken of as pre-recensional, 
then it is possible that it will show unusual relationships with 
p*6, which has been described by the same term by Dr. Hollis 
Huston.” The evidence of P*® ig very hard to evaluate. It is 
extant for comparison with seventy-two of the eighty-nine Fue 
sebian variants. It supports only thirty-four FEusebian read- 
ings. And, for all the extant portions of ps6. the Beatty Papy~ 
rus has a smaller percentage of total agreements with Eusebius 
than nine continuous+text type witnesses (AD 33 BCA 01d Latin 
G 1739). On the other hand, p*6 nes more singular or sub-sing}- 
ular agreements with Eusebius than the totel of any of these 


witnesses except the ld Letin,”* 


This disparity between derree 
of agreement with all readings and degree of agreement with very 
unusual readings suggests that there is something wrong with the 
pss evidence. A closer study of the p46 testimony shows that 
the manuscript is not consistent in its relationship to Buse- 


bius. p*6é 


ts extant for only seven letters that permit colla- 
tion with Eusebiuss I and IT Corinthians, Galatians, “phesians, 
Philippians, Colossians, Hebrews. Yor four of these letters, 

I Corinthians, Ephesians, Colossians, and Hebrews, p46 45 the 
best available individual manuscript witness. In these letters, 


it agrees with Eusebius thirty times of which eight are singular 





Sop, cit., pp. 56-57, 149-150. 
54560 Table Paul-2. 
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or sub-singular agreements; for the same extent of material, 
X shows a total of twenty-nine agreements of which two are sing- 
ular or sub-singular and D has thirty agreements of which seven 
are found in few non-Eusebian witnesses. These figures are not 
enough to show that p46 is a much better witness than ND for 
these citations in Eusebius, but it does show the papyrus tc 
be slightly more than equal to the two vellum uncials in the 
matter of supporting Fusebius in these readings. In the other 
three letters, Philippians, TI Corinthians, and Galatians, how- 
ever, p46 ss 2 very poor supporter of Fusebius; it has only four 
of his non-Byzantine readings, while & agrees with eleven and 
D attests nine. The failure of P*® to maintain consistently 
good support of Eusebius in the citations from Philippians, IT 
Corinthians, and Galatians might be explained as due to a change 
in the character of the historiants text, if it were not for 
the fact that all other witnesses remain consistent in their 
relationship to his text. Therefore, the few citations in these 
three letters either occur in places where the readings of p46 
are unrepresentative of its text or the character of the papy- 
rus! text changes in these letters. It does not fall within 
the province of this study to investigate the text of the papy- 
rus. But the above analysis indicates thet p*§ is a better 
representative of the text of Busebius in I Corinthians, Ephe- 
Sieans, Colossians, and Hebrews than a comparison of the totel 
agreements of all straight-text witnesses would suggest. How- 
ever, it is not enough to show that in those letters Fusebius' 


text was the text of P*®, Both may be pre-recensional, but the 
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two have sepsrate histories. They have in common a balance be- 
tween readings found in "Neutral" and "Western" authorities, 

The most remarkable support for Eusebius! text of Paul does 
not come from continuous-text manuseripts, however. There ia a 
decided increase in patristic support for Busebius! text of Paul 
as compared with his text for the Gospels end Acts-Catholics. 
All but sixteen of Eusebius' variants from the Textus Receptus 
have support from other Fathers from the second to the fifth cen- 
turies and from Rome to Palestine; that is, Eusebius is supported 
in seventy-three of his eighty-nine non-Byzantine readings by 
other patristic sources. There is no geographical area that can 
claim an unusually large proportion of these readings--unless 
the readings of the three Alexandrians, Clement, Origen, and 
Athanasius are combined; these three are his best supporters. 
But many times, when no Alexandrian support is forthcoming, a 
Palestinian Pather (Epiphanius, Basil, or Cyril) or a Western 
Father (Irenseus, Marcion, Tertullian) will be in agreement with 
him. Inno less than twenty-nine instances the agreements of 
Eusebius with other Fathers are singular or sub-singular. The 
meaning of this total patristic evidence is probably only that 
ancient writers had ancient texts. In the case of Origen, how- 
ever, the meaning is much more specific and significant than 
this. Origen agrees with Eusebius in forty-six of his variants 
from the Textus Receptus, and fifteen of these readings are sing~ 
ular or sub-singular. Eusebius’ text is decidedly more similar 
to the text of Origen than to any straight-text authority. The 


element in Origen's text which is most like Tusebius' is Western. 
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Origen agrees with Eusebius and NAB against DPG Old Latin p46 
only one time. But he agrees with Eusebius and DFG Old Latin 
against NAB eight tinene Origen is Eusebius’ best individual 
supporter, but apparently his text is slightly more "Western" 
than the historian's. There is thus more evidence in the epis« 
tles of Paul than anywhere else for assuming that Origen and Eu- 
sebiusscused essentially the same texts, However, only 4 compre- 
hensive study of the text of Origen would prove that this is s0. 

A study of Apparatus ITI again shows that Eusebius did not 
have a Byzantine text. A marked cheracteristic of his sgree- 
ments with the Textus Receptus is his noneattestation of many 
"“femily readings." That is, he appears to prefer readings sup- 
ported by manuscripts of more than one class to readings sup- 
ported by manuscripts of one textual family only. This is even 
more true in the letters of Paul than in the Gospels, where 
this phenomenon may be observed but where his disagreements with 
important witnesses frequently occur in connection with singular 
variants of eccentric character. Of course, the Byzantine text 
tends to reject these "family" readings also. But Eusebiust 
text cannot be characterized as Byzantine in any senses it is 
almost completely lacking in Byzantine readings. For example, 
@ collation of Apparatus I!T and Nestle discovered only six 
readings in Romans and I Corinthians which are not in the Nestle 


text. These are found at Rom. 1:21, 2:16, I Cor. 2:9, 2:11, 





55see Table Paul-4-5. 
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10:9 (two variants). A consultation of the evidence in Appsra- 
tus ITI will show that only I Cor. 2:11 is Byzantine and that 
particular variant is probably to be ascribed to itacistic By- 
zantine correction, The much more probable explanation of Bu- 
sebius' "preference" for the reading with broad ancient attesta- 
tion is that he was using a pre-recensional text from which 
many merely “local” variants are absent because they are sub-+ 
sequent to the beginning of the textual history of the recensions. 

Tn the light of ell the evidence presented above it may 
therefore be said that Eusebius' text of Paul, like his text of 
the Gospels, is @ pro-recensional text--+a text that defies the 


conventional categories of textual criticism. 
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Appendix to Chapter IIT 
TABLES 


‘the following pages contain tables constructed to illustrate 
and support the conclusions of chapter ITI, The appendix has 
been set immediately following the textual analysis for the con- 
venience of the reader, 

A few words of explanation will facilitate the reading of 
the tables. Most of the abbreviations used in these tables are 
common designations for authorities for the text of the New 
Testament and will be quickly recognized by the reader. A few, 
however, require definition. "Fa" is used as a short reference 
to patristic sources; of the Pathers, only Origen (Or) is cited 
independently in the tables. "Sy" refers, of course, to the Old 
Syriac evidence, but (in the Gospel tables) it includes the testi- 
mony of only the Sinaitic and Curetonian manuscripts; outside 
the Gospels, no Syriac witnesses showed evidence of being suf- 
ficiently related to the text of Fusebius to merit a place in 


the tables. "And" is used to refer to the Commentary of Andreas, 
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in the Acts-Catholics tables. Finally, in the Tables 1, "Hu" 
is used for a column which gives the evidence of all the pre- 


sixth century fragments included in Huston's collations°° 


in 
the other tables, these fragnenteary witnesses are cited indi«- 
vidually. 

Exeept for the Tables 1, instructions for reading the tables 
are unnecessary. The evidence summarized in the Tables 1 is, 
however, rather complicated, since an effort has been made in 
them to present a tabular summary of the data in Apparatus TT 
of Part TI. The first column of this table gives the chapter 
and verse location of each Busebian variant from the Textus Re- 
ceptus. The succeeding columns show for each variant the testi- 
mony of those witnesses which agree with Eusebius most frequent- 
ly. Agreement with Eusebius is shown in two ways. Most fre- 
quently, an asterisk (+) is placed on the horizontal line oc+ 
ecupied by the variant and in the vertical column occupied by 
the New Testament authority which agrees with Eusebius. Howe 
ever, when only one or two manuscripts belonging to a related 
group of witnesses agree with Eusebius, against leading manu- 
scripts of the same family, this agreement 1s shown by citing 
the symbol of the manuscript which agrees; in such a case, the 
asterisk is omitted. Disagreement is indicated by leaving the 


witness' column blank opposite the variant cited.’ An "x" in 
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5S7’pecause of the inadequacy of standard New Testament appare- 
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the column of a witness indicates that that authority's testi-~ 
mony is unavailable for the reading in question, either because 
of lacunae (in the case of a Greek manuscript) or because of 
translational difficulties (in the case of a Latin wibuttitheds 
An example from Table Matthew-159 may be used to illustrate 
this method of presenting evidence, In the first column of 
Table Matthew-l, let us find the first variant cited from Mt. 
5:44, On the line occupied by this variant, asterisks appear 
in the columns of the following witnesses: &BO1 22 Or. sy bo 
sa geo3; these witnesses agree with Eusebius! readings. In the 
Old Latin column a "k" appears; the “k" is the symbol for Codex 
Bobiensis and indicates that Codex Bobiensis but no other Old 
Latin authority agrees. The "x" found in the columns of CA Hu 
shows gaps in the testimony of these three witnesses, Reading 
across the line it is possible to determine that 33 565 700 W 
13 28 157 D 472 482 disagree with Busebius because the columns 
for these witnesses are unmarked. ©° 


The method of listing the witnesses to the text of Eusebius 





in the columns of the Pathers, Origen, and non-Latin versions 
indicates only failure to agree. It is impossible in these cases 
to determine whether the failure is due to gaps in their testi- 
mony or to genuine disagreements. 


S8por exception, see preceding footnote. 

59se0 Pe 128. 

60a noted above (see footnote 57), absence of markings in 
the columns of patristic sources and non-Latin versions does 


not show disagreement, but merely failure to agrees; the failure 
may be due to vacancies in the testimony of these witnesses, 
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in the Gospels has been to divide the authorities into three 
categories. All Tables 1 show across the top a sequence of 
witnesses which groups them according to the "Great Text" to 
which they belong. In each Table 1, the “Alexandrian” witnesses 
are introduced by & and the "Ceesarean" witnesses by 0. The 
"Western" witnesses are D and lat. After the lat column thie 
witnesses cited have individual distinction. In Acts and the 
Epistles the Tables-1 take account of two major text»types, In 
these latter books the "Alexandrian" witnesses begin with 3 
the "Western" witnesses begin with D and end with lat; the re- 


maining authorities are treated as independent witnesses. 
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Table Matthew-1 


AGREEMENTS OF INDIVIDUAL WITNESSES WITH EUSEBIUS' VARIANTS FROM THE TEXTUS 
RECEPTUS, SHOWING THE LOCATION OF VARIANTS BY CHAPTER AND VERSE 
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Table Matthewe2 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN EUSEBIUS AND INDIVIDUAL MANUSCRIPTS 
AND VERSIONS, AGAINST THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 


Witness Total Agreements Singular Or Sub-singular 


Agreements 

lat 34 18 

24 6 
dD 20 6 

20 4 
vg 19 9 
bo 17 2 
Or 16 7 
sy 15 6 
aeth 14 5 
33 | 14 1 
700 13 2 
13 13 3 
W 12 5 
sa 12 2 
geo 11 4 
8 |) ae 2 
482 10 3 
1 9 0 
565 8 2 
472 8 1 
22 8 0 
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Pable Matthew~-3 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN EUSEBIUS AND GROUPS OF MANUSCRIPTS 
AND VERSIONS, AGAINST THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 


Group 
D lat 


OW &£ 13 22 
28 157 565 
700 1424 zeo 


lat 
- 3o°3s. 22 
28 157 565 


700 1424 geo 


NBC 33 


© 19°33 22 
28 157 565 
700 


Wis 88 


RB 33 


@ 565 700 


1 13 28 
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geo 
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Table “Yatthew-4 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN EUSEBLUS AND THE 
"GREAT TEXTS" OF THE NEW TESTAMENT 


Matthew "Alexandrian" "Caesarean" "Western" 
1:16 tt = 
2:22 ae 
2:25 % * 
4:12 % % se 
4313 % 2 a 
5:44 % “ qt 
5244 #(W only) 

5344 a % + 

5:45 #(33 only) 2 

5245 % 

6233 wt 

6333 % : cS 

6233 % 

7314 a 

7315 tt % at 

8328 % * 

9:12 % #(W only) 

9:13 at 
10:28 SS % t 
11:21 % 

11225 a at at 
11327 3% 
11327 ) 2 


11:27 * 
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Table Matthew-4 (continued) 


Matthew "Alexandrian" "Caesarean" "Western" 
12:14 % % % 
12215 % M 
12317 % tt a 
12:18 % * 
12:18 + 
12:40 #(W only) a 
16317 % 

16318 % 
16323 * 
L725 #(W only) ro 
1938 #(1424 only) 
19317 * # Mt 
21:2 % tt 3 
21:2 tt 2 % 
21:2 bal 
21:2 + 
21:3 | ¥ 
21:3 ; #(W only) 

2136 = 
24320 #(W only) 

24:20 st a 
24321 +t at + 
24321 % ad 
25231 * * Me 
25332 + # = 


26236 wt 
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Table Matthew-4 (continued) 


Matthew "Alexandrian" "Caesarean" "Western" 
2728 a 
27:57 we 
28:19 + + 
28320 +t + % 


TOTALS 26 36 40 
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Table Matthew-5 


EUSEBIUS! AGREEMENTS WITH ORIGEN, 
COMPARED WITH THE "GREAT TExTs" 
-AND SECOND CENTURY FATHERS 


Busebius 
and Origen “Alexandrian” “Caesarean” "Western" Fathers 
in Ma itis. 


4:13 % % at 

5244 3 % # 

5345 tt % Clem 

7314 a 

8:28 a 
11327 * Just Iren Clem 
11327 * Just Iren Clem 
11227 a tt Clem 
11:27 Jast Tren Clem 
12:40 % Tren 
16317 % 
19:17 st a a 
21:2 a st % 
24220 %t % % 
25331 % a # 
28:19 # 3 Iren 


TOTALS 190 11 11 7 
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Table Luke-1l 


AGREEMENTS OF INDIVIDUAL WITNESSES WITH EUSEBIUS' VARIANTS FROM THE TEXTUS 
RECEPTUS, SHOWING THE LOCATION OF VARIANTS BY CHAPTER AND VERSE 
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Table Iuke-2 


AGREEMENTS BETWESN EUSEBIUS AND INDIVIDUAL MANUSCRIPTS AND 
VERSIONS, AGAINST THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 


Witness Total Agreements Singular or Sub-singulear 


14 4 
B 13 a) 
& 12 ) 
lat 11 5 
L ii 0 
13 9 1 
6 9 9 
157 9 12) 
33 9 0 
1 8 0 
¢ 8 0 
K "7 l 
TI 7 | 
A 6 1 
W 6 ) 
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Table Luke-3 


AGREEMENTS RETWEEN EUSEBIUS AND GROUPS OF MANUSCRIPTS 
AND VERSIONS, AGAINST THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 


Group Totel Agreements Singular or Sub-singular 
greements 
D lat 20 8 
@AKTI 1 15 22 
28 124 157 
482 565 ‘700 20 5 


a. 18-22-38 
124 157 565 


790 19 4 
1 33 22 28 

124 157 18 3 
NBCL 33 14 8) 
@ S65 700 Fe 1 
AKTT 482 11 1 


Table Luke-~-4 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN ERUSERBIUS AND THE 
"GREAT TEXTS" OF THR NEW TESTAMENTSO 


Eusebius agrees: 


With "Alexandrian," "Caesarean," and "Western" 11 times 


With "Neutral" and "Caesarean" 4 times 
With "Caesarean" end "Western" 2 times 
With “Western” alone 7 times 
With "Caesarean" alone 2 times 





6Onaple Luke-4 is very abbreviated because of the small 
amount of Lucan material in Busebius. The reader will be able 
to find in Table Luke-1 the detailed evidence upon which this 
table is based. For the "Alexandrian" evidence consult Table 
Luke«1 the columns for & through 33; for "Caesarean," columns 
through 157; for "Western," the D and Old Latin (lat) columns, 













Sao! olde? 
i 


3 


>» or 
g af 
9 as 
f i 
f rr 


Seguin! ofde? 


T. GRA BYIeiehe easeeE 
ob: ike MAMET ese tye "8 


wemi? If “qwertge¥? ibas * castgesed" “ynedebeewerA” | 
eroty & Wkiendeet® bok, Mtentnan” j 
eenty S$ “weadact” bow ™ | iY 

sony 7 encle “th ate ‘ 


vomit & : anata oa 





RL ae os Weer) 
bend . Bene, 


OE 


an 
a 


140 








: aged uo penutiu0O 
ae fell ae St) te dee 
eee ee SL ed le PSL oe | 
FE a] TY PG TY PF) GE | | | FS | A S| 7 





| A A A A 
exe eer tt ile ifery ier] lie ae ie ty ae tel ietie lel le el ej ee | oi lael| See 


n/g]{T]T yl viele/z oly B/r/ely 8/2] [Tl 0 MI Tl O; a/[x “NL 
H/3{2\|2}T Qi 212 ]9/9 Oldie] |G) 2leiti |olg! |¢ 

T]O| eI 2 41+) 21319 Tht. 119 
Peo a oo B | | 


aSdaaA aN HALdvHO Aa SENVIUYVA dO NOILVOOT AHL DNIMOHS ‘SnldaoaY 
SNLXAL AHL WOM SLNVIUYVA ,;SNIGHSNA HLIM SUSSUNLIM 'IVACIAIGNI WO SLNANAAOV 











T-uyof eTqeL 


Owe 


a SE ee ~ rhe 


Sng ae Det Ska 


AC ee 


¢ 


SUES am 








ae 














a 


sn a oes 


iz 
GS St) ee Bh Le: Ft 


——— 











ion — 
. 








: a 


ir) PsA 
a 
sy 


141 


(°c -oded uo eset op) 








T [ [*l*l]«lele] 22:27 


yee 
bal 
ee 
“LL 
et 
om 
ea 
cucu 
yj 


ROP m ed 
BEN Mihm mes 
je] fw] [Xf] | ET OT| 


So) SSSR OS eoReCo 
Sel eT 
Se Ee Sie ay a fh babe | 


ell 
it [I 
a a 
TT 
riba 
Br 
oan 
Aaa 
Sitar 
Pitas 
TT 
aia 
oe 
line 
Lins 
Das 
aime 
eT 


mi 
li 
a 
rt 
Fl 
a 
ri 
i 
i! 
in 
| 
in| 
i 
im 
bs 
mI 
El 


a 

al 

il 

al 

al 

al 

i 

i 

ial 

| 

il 

a 

i 

El 

Ei 

eB 

Al 

eT TS elle Tet 

nd 
aa 
ia 
bal 
c 
Ea 
FA 
rc 
ae 
co 


Sec is 
Raeza Pall telat (iat [ialtaltaiall Vall te 


2 
sh 
ma 
ia 
el 
Al 
mi 
le! 
fy 
fa! 
ia! 
i 
Fl 
7 
gi 
He] 
Al 
OCSSeEEOCCeC 





DECREE OREE 





AEE Ee strat 
a a a a 





¢| WU) oO; Uy] eo NL 
inca aM 
T}O 
pS) ae ae 


( penutyuos ) T-uyor eTqeL 








— = aun Qidisiciviaitisit im isisiF ifioje| Te See CReR i-th. 8 eer 8 F 


 TTat | iss AGomOmEGOGComeIE 
: Bee az 














= 
~th. 
— 
aoe 
4 - 
an Es © pir eae Bal $4 — > 
tw] 4h (oe) pees] 
z Phe ett 
bank —s on ee , ; i—— 
' 
5 
- 
a 
' 
7 
; 7 
= 2 
— i 


142 


Table John-1 (continued) 
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Table John-2 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN BUSEBIUS AND INDIVIDUAL MANUSCRIPTS AND 
VERSIONS, AGAINST THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 


Witness Total Agreements Singular or Sub-singular 
& and ro 38 16 
lat 35 21 

34 16 
D 30 12 
B 39 10 
h 25 4 
W 24 10 
24 4 
13 19 4 
Or 16 4 
sy 15 7 
bo 15 6 
8 15 2 
565 15 2 
C 13 2 
33 13 1 
vg a2 4 
22 11 3 
213 11 i 
FS 11 0 
482 10 4 
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Table John=3 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN EUSEBIUS AND GROUPS OF MANUSCRIPTS 
AND VERSIONS, AGAINST TER TEXTUS RECEPTUS 


Group Total Agreements Singuler Or Sub-singular 
Agreements 

RBCLW 33 49 22 

D Lat 48 27 


@AKII 1 13 


22 28 482 
565 700 39 14 
@..2 33 22 
28 565 700 34 9 
iL, 23 22 28 32 8 


@ S65 700 25 4 
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John 


1315 
1:15 
1:16 
2:11 
2:11 
3:17 
3324 
3324 
S331 
3332 
3332 
4:14 
53:2 

5326 
5:26 
5226 
5:50 
5:30 
5339 
5:39 
5344 
6338 
6:41 


Table Johne4 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN EUSEBIUS AND THE 
"GREAT TEXTS" OF THE WEW TESTAMENT 


"Alexandrian" 
#(& only) 
+ 


& 


#(X only) 
#(% only) 
#(Ronly) 


% 


#(W only) 
#{B only) 


% 


"Caessrean"™ 


"Western" 
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John 
6354 
6354 
6255 
6:55 
6:57 
6263 
8:28 
8:29 

10:12 


10212 
10:34 
10:34 
10235 
10:38 
10:38 
13333 
14:15 
14216 
14223 
14:26 
14:26 
14226 
14228 
1637 

16313 


Table John-=4 (continued) 
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Table John-4 (continued) 


John "Alexandrian" "Caeserean" "Wea tern™ 
16213 .  & % 
16:13 te a6 % 
17321 + oe 
17321 # 

17:22 * a *% 
17:22 #(W only) % a 
17322 3 % % 
17223 a 
17:23 tt % st 
17324 #(B only) 

17:24 tt ag 
17224 | a 
17:24 3 +e % 
19:23 #(® only) 

19:23 #(124 only) 

19:23 #(69 only) 

19:24 “(W only) 

19324 * , * 


aaanereeneieeae etl 


TOTALS 49 55 48 
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Table John-5 


BUSEBIUS' AGREEMENTS WITH ORIGEN, 
COMPARED WITH THE "GREAT Tex7TS" 


Eusebius - - bE 
a Alexandrian Caesarean" "Western" 
1316 | it % 
2311 i tt Vac. 
3331 te t % 
5232 % ae tt 
3:32 % % % 
5:30 +t % 8 
5344 tt # 
6254 at at 46 
6254 % % % 
6357 % tt 
6363 # # a 
14:23 +t a 
14:26 a t 
14:28 tt % % 
16:13 tt + oe 
16313 # te 
17:21 % % 


TOTALS 16 14 14 
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Table Acts—Catholics-1 


VARIANTS FROM THE TEXTUS 


RECEPTUS, SHOWING THE LOCATION OF VARIANTS BY CHAPTER AND VERSE 


AGREEMENTS OF INDIVIDUAL WITNESSES WITH EUSEBIUS! 
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Table Acts-—Catholics-1 (continued) 
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Table Acts-Catholics<-2 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN EUSEBIUS AND INDIVIDUAL MANUSCRIPTS 
AND VERSIONS, AGAINST? THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 


Witness Total Agreements Singular icc 
x 17 2 
A uF 2 
B bag 2 
fam2412 16 7 
Cc 13 2 
pS 12 3 
fams47 12 4 
1739 10 < 
ana®* 9g 2 
2 7 1 





61p is extant for only twenty-four of twenty-six readings 
in Acts and not at all for the Catholic Fpistles. 


52m Andreas-Commentary testimony includes only one read- 
ing, found in only one manuscript, for the Catholic Epistles. 


65, like D, is a witness to Acts only. 
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Table Paul-2 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN EUSEBIUS AND INDIVIDUAL MANUSCRIPTS 
AND VERSIONS, AGAINST THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS | 


Witness Total Agreements Singular or Sub-singular 
Agreements 

Fa (Or included) 73 | 29 
Fa (Or omitted) 60 27 
X | 49 5 
D 48 9 
Or 46 15 
33 45 4 

42 9 

41 9 
C 29 oa 
lat 41 14 
G 37 6 
1739 37 5 
pié 34 10 
PF 535 6 
1319 30 2 
vg 50 7 
Euthalius 26 * 
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Table Paul-3 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN FUSEBLUS AND GROUPS OF MANUSCRIPTS 
AND VERSIONS, AGAINST THE TEXTUS RECEPTUS 


Group Total Agreements Singular Se 
Fa and Or 73 29 
DFG lat 62 20 
apc 33 61 14 
NAB 58 12 


DFG 52 19 
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Tables Paul-4-5 


AGREEMENTS BETWEEN EKUSEBIUS AND THE "GREAT TExTS" 
OF THE NEW TESTAMENT, P46, ayn ORIGEN 


Romans "Neutral" "Western" p*6 


Origen 
1:19 a at % 
1:21 ae at at 
1:27 %% % 
1:27 at +t 3 
23:8 % * 2% 
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Tables Paul-4-5 (continued) 
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Tables Paul-4—=5 (continued) 
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Chapter IV 
CONCLUSIONS 


The concern of this study has been to discover and to ana- 
lyze the textual form of the New Testament used by Eusebius of 
Caesarea, Such an investigation was undertaken because of the 
strategic significance for New Testament textual studies of 
this fourth-century Christian historian, as the inheritor of 
the intellectual prestige that Origen and Pamphilus had brought 
to Caesarea and as the bishop of ean important center of Chris~ 
tianity under the Empire of Constantine, 

Busebius't prominence as a leader of the Church in an era of 
change has made his writings a special object of the textual 
eritic's study for some time. This thesis is the most exhsaus- 
tive examination of Eusebius! testimony to the text of the New 
Testaments; as such, it is the culmination of a series of less 


extensive surveys extending over the last thirty years.! The 


i neseeteemtintsteimenmenieaemeenmnnenee 


Ise above, pp. 25-23, 
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recent interest in the text used by Eusebius stems from the work 
of Streeter and Lake on the "Caesarean" text of the Gospels and 
from their claim that Eusebius made use of that recension. 
Since Tasker's acceptance of defeat in his short-lived debate 
with Streeter@ (in which the former denied the "Caesarean" char- 
acter of Eusebius! text), most students of the historian's Four 
Gospels text have maintained the connection of the Caesarean 
bishop with a "Caesarean" text. 

When this study was begun there was little reason to antice 
ipate thet its outcome would revise this widely held opinion. 
Nevertheless, the writer believed that Eusebius should be ale 
lowed to bear his testimony without the influence of seinteie 
methodological prejudices that had colored much of the earlier 
research on Busebiust text. Beginning with Streeter, there has 
been a tendency to assume too much because of the character of 
the "Ceesarean" text, as mid-way between the “Neutral” and 
"Western" texts.” This hes led to the assumption that a text 
is "Caesarean" because it can be described as occupying an in- 
termediate position between "Neutral" and "Western" witnesses. 
This practice in turn has led to the inclusion in the "Caesar- 


f 
ean" group, large numbers of manuscripts whose relationships are 





a See above, Ppp. 26+27,. 


Sti. Note especially, Streeter's conclusion with respect 
to P45>"a conclusion based almost entirely on its intermediate 
relationship to the "Neutral" and "Western" texts. 


Sar 
tow ec? mort anefe esuldean? yd bers: txe? ene at 




























Boe ehdctoD ext to ¢xet “nestsees)" ed? co ote 
~smotenecer gad? to aay oban exideas® fede 
etedeb bevi{-dtode sic ni teeteb Io sonetqecre 
tain “anetares?” edt. Balteb tarot oft dofde ab) 
avol stone woteald oft to attebyute teom ,{ tamed! 
nearenarS edd Yo aokttoosnes edt hectetnlem eratG 
i309? “caoteges®™ @ 


edting of ncrcet efttll ever eradtt onged sew YRate 


y - 


erolatca bien vlebiw etd? eeliver biuoe emostae 
-{o ef bfvors. sirtdeasll tedt bovetied vette af 
atetres to esnegfint ect trodtiy yoortiess eft 
seliene eff la dorm berofes bad tex? neothhpete S 
ven aredk yrodeatté di iw ga hdatpell -Yxed "ert | 
to tevoateto ari? To eeiinoet doom ocd efarens o4 ‘ 
bro “Lettre” eft cidewted ewebte ad ,taed- 
txet o dod notices oft ct bel aad ete? ei 
ent na gnivanoco a6 bec troeeb ef ino Ff exvAsee 
shoerent’r “evotea™ bos “Seatrol” neowted mokt eed | 
~9nee2" off of motenlyct ext of her edd wknd ah 


ore pdidecottdior sestw atqinosemen Yo a ogre! 
ef = 





if 
ne) te 


iia AG ¢ 


‘smote gael ae 






hegre 20 oe ow 


eke _ peer pe 


163 
as yet undetermined, Even when the Lakes acknowledged that the 
group could no longer be thought of as a unity, their followers 
continued to treat "Caesarean" end "pre-Caesarean" manuscripts 
as a single, unified whole. This practice of piling manuscript 
upon manuscript in computing the total "Caesarean" witness was 
partially adopted even in this study, as a tentative hypothesis. 
But its effect was off-set to some degree by taking the testi- 
mony of the other great texts from groups of representatives 
rather than from individual witnesses only, Large and small 
groupings of authorities for all three great texts were compared 
to discover their relationship to the text of Eusebius? The 
result is unmistakably clear, Neither Matthew, Luke, nor John 
may be spoken of as "Caesarean" in Eusebius, if by "Caesarean™ 
is meant the non-Bv7entine variants of W@ 113 ete, FEusebiust 
text in these three books is presrecensional, And this suggests 
that at least the weak supporters of the "Ceesarean" group might 
be approached with a view to discovering if their common element 
is perhaps the out-cropping in many local texts of pre-recen- 
sional readings, rather than a single local text. The re-enerm 
gence of Old Latin readings in Vulgate manuscripts furnishes a 
parallel example of such a phenomenon, 


Our discovery that Eusebius' text was pre-recensional was 





4at one time, Streeter listed well over a hundred individual 
manuscripts as "Caesarean" witnesses. See Four Gospels, pp. 180= 
182, 572-581,. 


5see chapter ITI, Appendix, Tables 5, 
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not limited to Matthew, Luke, and John; his text of Paul may be 
described by the same term, The materials examined for Mark 
and Acts+Catholics are too few for an opinion to be formed as 
to the nature of their texts, But where the data for his New 
Testament text are sufficient for the reaching of a conclusion, 
that text defies attempts to place it in any one of the convene 
tional categories. The key to this conclusion was provided by 
the demonstration of a significant relationship between Eusebius 
and the Old Latin. Failure to ask how Eusebius is supported by 
all Old Latin witnesses, rather than by a few individual wit- 
nesses only, had obscured this relationship in the past. Indeed, 
Murphy was led in this way to suppose that the strong Vulgate 
testimony to Eusebius’ text was due to Jerome's use in his trans- 
lation of manuscripts aire ie® Our study has shown that Vulgate 
agreement with Eusebius is largely, though not entirely, due to 
its basic dependence upon the Old Latin texts, This strong 
"Western" element in the New Testament text of Eusebius does 
not, however, mean that the historian made use of distinctively 
"Western" codices, On the contrary, his New Testament text is 
significantly related to witnesses of all the great texts, while 
it is singularly free from many of the uniquely local develop- 
ments of each. 

The term used regularly in chapter III to describe Fusebius! 
New Testament text has been "pre-recensional." And this des- 


eription of Eusebius'text places the present study in the stream 





Sop. ohtes pe 75. 


bas 
ed vem | Sarat to trod? ate gartet baa , oie ye 
























.¢ee8 «ot porlwaxe afefteten oiT ere? ona a 
en beret of of nolal¢o ne sot wet oot eth ; 
wot wid 26% bond odd etude dus sooner! eel! . 

toterfanes s io ghisgeet ene rot tne ores Ta 
«fovnn> oft ‘to ano whe wnt YE sorta of atquetiee 
yo bebivord saw sofenfoace arr of ya of? | 
es ttead’ soovted cidancttster tcaolktingte # Ye 
gd Hettoqgie et af dea wor vee od onl tee 
stiw Levbivinr! wed a yd sett) Terthen ronsenthe ‘ 

boshot steed edt of ehienottaler aldt benwnadgo beet f 
ates! aferte oft dady beacave of your 21% OP 

-ener* etriapt ee e’omortel of ash cow dzet “ectt 

6fenliv’ tedd ovore seri — Tah a onit 4 r 
ot evbh ,yfertine. ton tawerien CeRmRMaIe. ef av tedowo® 
gidate efi? satxet adted (BEC werkt soo epee 
eecb utters” Io trot InémttesT well) emt ar ee 
tievistoni¢ath to say. eho peltotelh ent Sart Aeom ¥ 
at xls dhecmieo well ett pyeettmoo end nO") 
of tity (atte? Yoéry Att Le Mo eomaert sw ae) berenet y . 


eqeleve® Leool yloupiny ett Ad) gan moms wore whee 


Vase Pefo war’) ik of ITT <otapio ay casa 
sui’ ites aik ". fanolaneoet-erg™, pei ay 
asetwe ort ra een cpstintd hae boris a * he fie P 
a i aa ie i a sisal ais 


elas ae ener ey me 


165 
of what appears to be a new trend in textual studies, These 
studies point to a third-century text out of which emerged the 
great recensions, They include ©.C, Tarrelli's characterization 
of P*5 and its "Caesarean" supporters as “not a local text, but 
rather such a text as von Soden imagined under the term IHK, con- 
taining the elements of all later texts ‘in their pregnant 
causes mixed.'"’ To @ lesser degree, the Lekes' description of 
p45 as "“pre-Caesarean” was a part of this trend.® The patristic 
studies of Boismard led him also to speak of a different text~ 
tradition before the rise of the fourth-century texts.” A sim- 
ilar development is to be seen in Vaganayts treatment of the 
“Western” text as the "current primitive text" which in many 
instances is to be preferred to the “Neutral,” "Caesarean," and 
"Antiochian" recensions. In Vaganay's view this primitive text 
is characterized by diversity, rather than uniformity; but it 
was in general use in the entire Christian world until the fourth 
century, 1° Although he ineludes p*5 an this group as the Egyp~= 
tian local type of the primitive text, the tendency of his argu- 
ment appears to be in the direction of claiming primacy for the 


"Western" text, in the traditional sense of the term "Western." 





"306 above, Pp. 29. 


Ssee above, De 27. 
®See above, pp. 12-13. 
105 90 Vagany, An Introduction to the Textual Criticism of 


the New Testament, (Eng. tr., 8. V. fitier), St.touis, (1937), 
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To date, the most extensive study to arrive at the conclusion 
that future textual theory needs to be developed, not so much in 
terms of the old categories, but in terms of a pre-recensional 
text is that of Hollis W, Ruston, 11 Huston cautiously claimed 
validity for his results only with respect to the existence of 
such a text in Egypt, L* but for that area he found evidence that 
there was movement from a pre-recensional text in third-century 
manuscripts like P*5 and p46 to fixed text-types of the conven- 
tional categories in the fifth century. !* Now the evidence of 
Busebius is added to support the hypothesis that progress in the 
area of textual theory requires working back beyond the great 
recensions to a prior text. The precise nature of this earlier 
text cannot yet be defined. Huston's caution in claiming his 
evidence for Egypt only was justified, not only because his 
sources were Egyptian, but also because it would be unwise to 
postulate even a pre-recensional text without considerable local 
variations. But that a pre-recensional text can be found at the 
end of the third and beginning of the fourth centuries has now 
the further confirmation of sn important patristic witness, Fue 
sebius of Caesarea, 

The fact that Eusebius! testimony differs from the tradi- 


tional categories of the New Testament text provides an incentive 
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for an increasing number of investigations of patristic wit- 
nesses to the text of the New Testament. It is not enough to 
say that a Father's evidence for a reading locates that reading 
in time and space, If the data of a patristic source are studied, 
not with a view to discovering the relationship of the Father to 
known text<-types only, but with a view to determining his ow 
testimony even if that testimony contradicts "established re- 
sults," then patristic evidence is seen to have a creative 
function in helping to shape our view of the history of the 
New Testament text. Such a suggestion has been the result of 
this study; Eusebius! testimony to a preerecensional text leads 
to the conclusion that classifications of texts that are satis- 
factory for describing fourth-century manuscripts are inade-~ 
quate for the description of earlier witnesses. More than this, 
Busebius! testimony requires the existence of a text which 
helps to explain the fourth-century texts and cennot be ex- 
plained by them. The status of our evidence at present is such 
that this pre-recensional text must be postulated, but can be 
defined in only very general terms. Additional intensive pa- 
tristic studies, taken with the evidence of Eusebius and of our 
third-century continuous-text witnesses, would almost certainly 
make possible a clearer understanding of this vre-recensional 


text. Thus, the confidence of Conybeare !* and Boismard’> that 





l4see above, pp. 11-12. 
15see above, pd. 12-13. 
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the study of patristic Biblical citations can lead us, in many 
instances, behind the imperfections of our best existing manu} 
seripts is entirely justified, | 

The writer of this thesis feels that there are three signif~ 
icant conelusions to which his study has led, 

(1) The Gospel text of Eusebius is not "Caesarean." Nei~ 
ter 1s it “Western” or "Neutral." Nor can it be explained as 
a mixture of any combination of the great recensions,. 

(2) Eusebius' text in the Gospels and Paul is pre-recen~- 
Sional. It contains readings found in all the great texts, but 
it has very few of their local eccentricities. 

(3) Eusebius! testimony can now be added to the evidence 
of other studies which indicate that a text prior to all the 
known recensions may be discerned and that future progress in 
the area of the history of the New Testament text requires its 
investigation. 

In addition to the value of these conclusions, 2 portion of 
this study will be of immediate, practical importance to the 
project for creating a new apparatus for the Creek New Testament. 
It is the plan of the International Greek New Testament Project 
to incorporate thse evidence of petristic sources in its critical 
apparatus. Apparatus IT of Part IT in this thesis supplies the 
requisite testimony of Nusebius. And it is a fustifiable hope 
that the combined testimony of Fusebius and the many witnesses 
to the New Testament text to be included in the Project's publi- 
cations will provide the data by which a new generation of tex 
tual critics may discover a new and more adequate theory of the 


history of the primitive New Testament text. 
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PART II 
Text and Apparatus 


Explanation 
in Part II we present to the reader all New Testament quo- 
tations found in the writing of Eusebius; more exactly, in those 
writings of Eusebius for which we have today trustworthy eriti- 
Gal texts. The meterial exhibited is of two Kinds: first, the 
text of each quotation in the form we judge to be original in 
Eusebius; second, the critical apperatus for each quotation. 
This critical apparatus is threefold and the three parts are de- 
Signated by Roman numerals. 
(Example) 
dn, 2s1-5 
(1) €v apxn nv o AoyVo>c ..... 
(3) 4... ovbe ev. 0 yeyovey ---- 
(5) Kat To gwo cv TH CKOTLA Haver 
Te Ves. 1-42 PLE. 321.4.17, 540.4.7 
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Vas, 1~3 (om. Ve. 2; om. o yeyovey ): d&.T, 122,17, HB. 
12.6, Tri. 231.20 (© yeyove added by later hend) 

«+. Of somewhat more importance is the matter of punctua+ 
tion between verses 3 and 4. The editor of PE. punctuated 
these verses.... 

Il, (3) ovBe ev. o A(?)C*®DLY lee,349 lat or, ] ovde cv, o 
Tit. (1) nas(2)} + 0 LW lec. 349 

(3) ovSe ev] ovdey 8* D 1 1682 2193 Or, 

The critical text represents our own reconstruction, upon 
the principles set forth above (pp. 65-69). Several things ere 
to be noted about Apperatus I, It is important to know how ex- 
tensive is the quotation in the passage cited, This informetion 
‘ig given to the left of the colon. §In the sample above, it is 
_@ghown thet verses 1-4 are quoted entirely in some instances. It 
may elso be seen that Eusebius sometimes quoted the passage in 
@ mich shorter form (in certain instances, verses 1 and 3 are 
written without verse 2) and that in these cases the quotation 
‘ends before the concluding ohrase of verse 3. Therefore, the in- 
formation to the left of the colon indicates the extent of text 
witnessed, 

Following the colon, are indicated the number of times and 
the locations in which the given text is quoted by Eusebius. 

For example, verses 1-4 are found in Preeparatio Evangelica 
321.4.17 end 5404.7. The numbers always indicate page and 
line. Verses 1 and 3, with the designated limits, are found in 
Ge Eeclesisstica Theologia 122.17 and in fricennalia 231. 20, 
But, while both d&.7. and Tri. witness the same extent of text, 
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there is e« special feature in Tri.; each such quotetion which 
has a special variant from the critical text is indicated as 
above: Tri, 231.20 (o yeyove added by later hand). This indi- 
eates thet a manuscript disagrees with Eusebius! regular punctua~ 
tion and interpretation of verses 3-4, 

Our abbreviations for Zusebian titles in Apparatus I are 
the usuel designetions: H.E. (Eeelesiastical History), P.M. 
(Martyrs of Palestine), C.M. (Contra Marcellum), d£.T. (de Eccle- 
Biastica Theologia), P.E. (Praeparatio Evangelica), Life (Life 
of Constantine), Tri. (Tricennalia), On.(Onomasticon), Eel. 


(Eclogee Propheticaec), Dem, (Demonstratio Evangelica), 
The information in Apparatus II has to do with EBusebien 








Variants from the Textus Receptus —or, rather, with the diver~ 
gence of the Textus Receptus from oa These variants 
have been set up seperately for two reasons. First, they are 
the most importent. Second, the international eritical appara- 
tus project ig interested only in variants from the Oxford Tex- 
tus Receptus of 1873, which is the base in use among all parti- 
Cipants in the project. Attention should be calied to one spe- 
Glial feature of our apparatus: since the text of Eusebius, 
rather than the Textus Receptus, is the base for our study, the 
Eusebian reading is presented first, within a bracket. The 
“verient reading ouside the bracket is that of the Textus Receptus, 
and if there are more than two variants the first variant given 


is always the reading of the Oxford New Testament of 1673, 


1. The edition of the Textus Receptus useiis H KAINH ATAGHKH, 
Oxford, 1873, which has been adopted by the International Greek 
New Testament Project as the base for its collations and repro- 
Guced by photographic offset by the University of Chicago Press. 
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Apparatus III presents significant readings in which Eusee 
bius' text agrees with that of the Textus Receptus, but is oppo- 
sed by important witnesses, The reading within the bracket is 
that of Busebius and the Textus Receptuss; while the readings 
which follow are attested by various important manuscript wit- 
nesses, as indicated. 

Exeept for the Eclogae Prophetieae which could be examined 
only once, the Eusebian material has been scrutinized twice in 
order to insure complete and accurate transcription of New Testa 
ment quotations. This means that the quotations of Eusebius 
were taken down on two sets of cards; both sets contained the 
full evidence of Eusebius. Wherever the information on the two 
sets was in disagreement, the edition was again consulted. Then 
each set was separately collated against an apparatus criticus 
for the New Testament text. For the first set, use was made of 
Tischendorf's eighth edition. For the second set use was made 
of Legg*s volumes on Matthew? Merk? and Luke? and of von Soden's® 





2. Constantinus Tischendorf, ee witha (Editio 
octava critica maior), vols. I and II, leipzig, Teo.” 

3. S.C. E. Legg, Novum Testamentum Graece Secunduy extuh aesk si- 
eereateee Etec 2 secundum Matthaeum, Oxford, 19 


Westcotto-Hortianun, 


Greece fextun Sesteotion hori onur, 
angelium sec » Unpublished Manuscript, obtained on 
: mn from the Tnternational Greek New Testament Project. 


6. Op. Gite, Teil Ilse 
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edition in Luke end the remainder of the New Testament. The two 
sets were then compered with published editions end collations 

7 8 9 
of the following manuscripts: uncials N, W, and 03 the 
10 121 
ie Ferrer manuscripts, 13 69 124 346 and 28 and. 
543 which have subsequently been edded to the Fomily 13 wit- 
13 14 15 16 
nesses; 22: 472 and 482 700 1241 





7, H.S. Cronin, "Godex Purpureus Petropolitenus, the Text of 
Codex N of the Gospels edited with an introduction and appendix,* 
Texts and Studies, Contributions to Biblical and Patristic Liter~ 


ature, ¥ol. ¥, ne. . 
8. H.A. Sanders, The New Testament Manuscripts +. the Freer 


Collection, Part I, Tne Weshington Manuscript of the Four Gospels, 
New York, 1912. 





9. Gustav Beermann and C,R. Gregory, Die Koridethi Evangelien, 
@ O38, Leipzig, 1913. 


10, W.H. Ferrar, A Collation of Four Important Menuscripts of 
the Gospels. 





ll. Kirsopp end Silva Lake, Studies and Documents, XI (1941), 
138-154, 





12. Jacob Geerlings, “Codex 643, University of Michigan 15 
(Greg. 543; von Soden ¢« 257),* in $ix Collations of New Teste- 


ent Menuseripts, in Hervard fheological Studies, XVII (1932), 


53~76. 
13. H.A. Sanders, "A New Collation of Ms. 22 of the Gospels," 
Journal of Biblical Literature, XXXIII (1914), 91-117. 


14. F.H. Serimener, $< au 4 ee Collation of about Twenty 


Greek Manuscripts of tr een oe. eepneree Saexeertied, 
ees. ea in o> yettish 2TH penton then Archiepise iepiscopal Liorar rary gt 


mbeth, etc,, with a cr @ critical i introduction, Cambridge, 


16. H.C. Hoskier, A Full Account end Colletion of the Greck 
Cursive Cogn Evangelium G04 (with two facsimiles) [ & exton 
. he & ch fuseum |] , together with ten "Epatiitee tec 





16. Kirsopp Leke, “Codex 1241, Sinei 260 (Greg, 1241, von Soden 
6 371)," Harvard Theological "Studies, XVII, 112140. 
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1739; four representatives (876 1799 2401 2412) of Pamily 
2412 in Acts-Catholics and I and neue In addition to 
these witnesses Hollis #. Huston's composite collation of eignhty- 
three fregmentary witnesses to the > aaliaie Aete-Catholics and 
Paul earlier then the sixth century has made possible the ine 
clusion of tuner nad many important manuscripts, including 
Beatty papyri P andP. 

A word mist be said about the treatment of special classes 
of verisnts in the collations (Apparatus II end IIId. The v-~ 
tovable has been ignored throughout, since its presence or abe 
sence is more likely to be due to the date of the manuscripts 
used in critical editions than to the practice of the historian's 
exemplar. In Apparatus III, itacisms in individual witnesses 
which vary from Eusebius and the Textus Receptus have not been 
noted; in some cases, however, sufficient manuscript support for 
an itecistic variant was found to require its inclusion, 

fwo other veriants which appear rather frequently in Euse~ 
biugs have received special treatment. The spelling variants 
pwonc and feav16 are shown in the colletions, but without de- 


tailed information concerning manuseript support for either 





17. K.,Leke, J.de Zwaan, W.S. Enslin, "Codex 1729; Athos, Laure 
184 3864 (Greg, 1739, von Soden @ 78), Harvard Theological 
18. K.W, Clark, Eight American Praxapostoloi, Chicago, 1941. 

49. ibid. 

20, A Critical Survey and Evaluation of the Earliest Greek Manu- 


Su 
sori a of ie ew Testament, Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation, 
35 University, 1949. 
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reading. Mwong agrees with the Textus Receptus against the 
elmost univergel early reading pwwont: f8ev16 diverges both 
from the form 60818 found in the Textus Receptus and from 
SevetS which is read frequently by early seared vias Yon Soden 
pegerded pwonc as @ spelling characteristic of x and K Ps but 
he observed thet it is found in both “® and B in all four Gos- 
pels and is frequently the form given in D and in others of his 
Jerusalem~type manuseripte. He regerded 6Sev16 as the correct 
I indie and adopted it in his text of the New Testament. 
The inconsistency of individual manuscripts with respect to these 
Spellings hes lead the present investigator to disregard them, 

For Aete-Episaties all available testisuony to the New Testa- 
ment text is shown. in Apparatus II of the Gospels, the support 
of witnesses with no significant relationship to the text of Eu- 
sebius has been indicated by the synbol Wet.el. to fatilitate 
the reader's use of the apparatus. Oecasionally in the Gospels 
the reduction of these witnesses to a single symbol would have 
resulted in a mistaken impression of the quality of support given 
a Eusebicn variant; in such cases, even witnesses of little ine 
portance to our study have been allowed to stend, The explicit 
testimony of no witness was removed until the study was complete 
and its lack of value positively determined. 

Only one abbreviation for a witness to the text of the New 


Testament is unusual. "It" has been used by some to refer to all 





21. Op. ecit., I Teil, II Abteilung, 1374. 
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01a Latin witnesses end by others to refer only to the European 
text; to avoid possible confusion, the abbreviation "lat" was 

useG in this study to refer to the Old Latin testimony. ‘The 
other symbols for authorities for the text of the New Testament 


are in general use and will be easily read. 
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MATTHEW 


Mt. 1:16 

{tov 6 yprctov TatTno o Iwong] w uvnoTevectoa n napbevog 
I. 4... 102521 

There ig a possibility that this phrase is merely a sum- 
Mary citation of a portion of Mt. 1:18. However, ite verbal 
similarity to the important New Testament witnesses of Mt. 1:16 
as shown in Apparatus II, suggests that 1t represents a genuine 
‘variant in Busebius' text. Additional support for this latter 
View is to be found in the context. The Eusebian narrative 
reads as if he hed the Gospel oven and was “skimming” ite page; 
his presentation of the whole passage is made up alternately 
of citations which appear to be exact and of allusions which 
could not possibly rest on a litersl transcription of the New 
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Testament text; but he is very faithful to the Matthean order 
of events. This suggeststhat the words © uvnotevietoa H Tapbe= 
voc rest upon a reading in his New Testament. 
II. w pynotev@ctoa 4 napOevog fomityn @ fam.13 346 545 
e826 8268 $85 lat ay aap”) ] tov avipa ucprac 


Mt. 1318 
TpLY N OVVEAOELY avTOUG. cUpPEOn eV YaoTPL eyoVoOa ex HYEvUATOS 
eyLov 
T, HVE, 102.21 
| This citation is vreceded by an example of an unusually 
explicit introductory phrase: wo n tepa Tov evayyeAtav StdacKnes 
yeapn 
III. ev yactos] eyyaotpt 28 543 


Wt. 1:21 
tetetas Se vViov Kat KerACCELG TO OVOUG avTOV 4sYGOVY’ GaUTOC yap 
Owoet TOY AGOY GVTOV ano TwY aUuanTtav avTwr 
T., {tefetat...Aaov avtov): Eel. 211.9 


(avTOS yao..-avTtev ): Ecl. 102 .22 


Mt, 2:18 
@wvn ev paua jnrovely 
ie On. 148.1 


Mt. 2:21 
{yonuattoGerc o twone)] (mapedape THY paptay Kat Tov VLOV avTnt° 
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Kat vreotpeyer €f atyuntov cic ynY topand) 
I+ | Eel. 112.16 
Il. 7? THY WOPLap Kat Toy viov avtncg] to masSt0ov Kas THY wnTCEpa 
aprev.. > 


? vireotpeyey e& avyuntov] ney 


Wt, 2:22 

aKnovoas be on apyekaocg Bactkevet (tnG tovSatac) avtse (nowdov 
TOV marpog avtov) epoRnOn exes amedBerv’ yonuatioOerq Se Kat’ 
ovap avexupnoey €4¢ To weon THC YorAtAatac 

I. HE, 70.16 

The addition of tn¢ tovbarage is found only in H.E. manu- 

scrivts A B and contrasts with the reading emt tTn¢ tovbarac 

of the Textus Receptus. H.E. manuscripts TEADMZA omit THC 
sovSatac with the support of “ Both A and B are excellent 
manuscripts, and their evidence is doubly significant because 
they represent different traditions in the text of H.E. Wore- 
over, TH¢ sovdatac is also found in Dem. 351.26. The fact that 
mo sovictag is found in two Busebian sources and has good New 
Testament manuscript support is determinstive, The omission 
should be noted, however, since it appeared early enough in the 
transmission of the Eusebian work to be included in the 5yriac 


translation. 


—eemanes 





1. Both variants are cuestionsble because of the probability 
that the verse was cited from memory. KopnuatstoOet¢ was intro- 
duced from verse 22 in order to bind the citation to its Euse- 
bian context. ‘fhe reading cf atyvuntov is probably intervola- 
ted from verse 15. 
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18% 
The proper word order in connection with npwbov tov vere 
G@vTov 1s uncertain, BDM have the reading adopted here: AT “ER 
have tov. ‘Mat pos avtov npwSov. The division is squarely between 
the two diverging manuseriot traditions for H.#, In at least 
one respect, the ATER reading apvears better: it has imposing 
support fron good New Testament witnesses. But the BDM word 
order is also supported by good authorities, even though it is 
the Byzantine yveading. Therefore, in the absence of other evi- 
dence, it apoears better to accept the decision of the editor 
of H.E, as to which is the correct reading for Eusebius' text. 
The passage has an impressive introductory formula! tove 


tow 6 o rerrenteric cnpepes hNeyur 
.E. and Dex, 


PX, ? anc ‘sovSarac (Eus. : ) NBYE fem.l fam.13s 
OQ 
22 33 240 472 565 700 cop ] ens vi. rovdatac CDL UT An 
ce HLS. 8 
28 157 al, pler. lat ve ay /om. (See. ) sy 
HE. 


TIT. ? nowdov tov mane avtov (Sus. ) CDLNANE J] tov nat— 
: 
pec avtov npwSov (Tus. ta RBCG*W aeth 


: Mt. 2:25 
Nalaped 

7. . On, 330.24 

The verse reference is, of course, in doubt. However, 

evidence for the spelling of names and vlaces is not ynimpor- 
tant and should be given. . 
"It. valape@ cywl 135 22% 28 1294 545 472 565 et.al. 
lat ve gaa ‘<a. ™ neth, 620 Tren] valaper xvBDdLS 
909 346 33 157 700 892 /velapad A1 22 / valapa (Legg 
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cites Hus.) 


Bt. 3:17 
OVTOS E€OTLY O Viog LOV Oo ayanmnToc ev w cevSoKnnoa 
La Eel. 191.26 
es hier 
III, ovtog cotiv] ov es p aa sy 
evoonnoa ntBD fan.l fam.13 22 28 33 157 565 700 
892 daa Epiph. Or.] nvSonnoa R*CLPWE 243 251 471 1242 
lec.183 lec.1684 Hip. Or. 


Ht. 4:12 

axovoac 6€ oTt twavync TapedSo6n, aveywpnocy {aro Tyg tovdarac) 
eso thy PoavtActeaev , 
i. HBgt. 248.1 

fhe words ano tnc stovSarac are unattested elsewhere. Pro- 
bably they constitute an explanatory addition by Eusebius him 
self. Since Eusebius* unique readings can tell us nothing 
about his New Testament text, these words will not effect the 
analysis of his text; they are exhibited against the possibil- 
ity that future discoveries may give them real significance. 
II. 6¢ NBC*D 33 665 700 Oe lat (some) vg ey 
- ] +°0 ‘syoovs 

ano TH¢ tovbatac} Om. 


TIL. wwavvng] twavne B 


HG.4:13 


 kagapvaovu.[nmapa THY yevvnoapiTnY AtuvHY. ELC ETL VUY COTE Kwur 
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ev TH TodktAata tev e6vev) ev optorcg CaSovdkev nat veoOaretu 
Z. Gn. 120.2 
| 2 es 
at. aneepreewis NBDW* 33 273 7OO* et.al. lat vg ay 
a 


$ 1 
cop seth arm Or. Jj xavepvaovy (Lege cites Eus. ) 


Mt. 5:3 
POKRAPLOL OF TPDyOL Tw TVEDEATL OTL avTwv coTivy m BaotActa Tay 
ovpaveyv 
a «Eel, 229,15 
III. tej] om. BD 


Bt. 534 
MOYaPLoL ob TEeVGovYTES, OTL AVTOL TAPAKANGNOOVTaL 
z. £O1. 230.9 
b sa bo 
Til. wevGovvtec] +vvy xn 33 399 713 892 vg cop aeth 


avto.} om. 700 


POKaAPLOL OF KadapoL TH KapSta, OTL aVTOL Tov Beov otovTat 


Z. ak. T. 181.29, Eel. 41.10 


Ut. 5.(34-)37 

{81a to TpoG avtov uayGavetv] (unde opvvvat ohwc), Cev mace Se 
ayevScivy nat arnGevety, wo apectobat) (Tw vat nat Tw ov) 

m  PfEy 1230.6 

‘ fhis citation is an allusion only. The possible inclusion 
Of unde ouvevat okwe in Eusebius’ copy of Nit. is very doubtful 
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gince the reading contains no variants that may not be explained 
on the assumption that this reference is memoriter. This may 
also explein the reading tw vat kat Tw ov. However, at this 
point the “double® form (vat,vat- ov, ov ) is so easy to remem 
ber that even a memoriter citation might be expected to be exact. 
fhe form given above in the Text 18 partly supported by © and 
one cufsive manuscript of the New Testament, 213; This attes- 
tation does not seem importent, though 213 is a aediowre sup- 
porter of Eusebius in John. Neither reading should be consider 
ed in the determining of Eusebius! New Testament text. Both are 
preserved in the event future discoveries throw new light on 
their importence. 

Il. (34% ? wnSe ouvvvatr okwe) wy opocar owe 
(37) ? tw vat, Tw ov (TO vat vas... To ov ov) © 213) ]vat 


VaL ... OV, OV 


Mt, 5.44=45 

Beas { cliiaiiais « tins wad npoccevyeade vireo (......) Stwxnorvtwvy vuac, 
(45) tva yevnode viot Tov TaTpOG VuwY TOV EF TOLC ODPAVOLG, OTIC 
TOV NALOV GVTOV avaTEAAEL ETL TOYNPOUVE kab ayadove, Kas Boeyes 
€nt Stxatove cat abtxove 
I. PE. 654.4d.10 & evrovette Tove Katapwucvovg vuag before 
mpocevyeote; + twv ennpedlovtuy «nat after vnep) 

This citation presents unusual difficulties. The problems 
Genter chiefly in the Eusebien form of Mt, 51:44, where the Text 


tus Receptus reads: (a) evrovette ToVvGE KaTapwperovg DUGG 


‘e024 in i bi bam 

T 4 sen, } 
bathiiges od tom tar tats atari on 
gan ols vteticwae at gondre lot aft? sad 




















sidd ta ,tererch, .¢6 wt som ast wf 
aaa 08 greg or ak («oO ee “soevap imag 
-tonye ed of Ketocure od seigia noltatio a 
bee 8 ud hetioncce yiuag Ot duet ont edt vente. 
~WeEte abe BLS ,tueqatast wail off so 30 
aque Wipethen s at: S45 dyrasis dant cogil. toe 3 

t “ishkiios od p Cuvointen gniboet sede. ben  cerieh al rn 
oun spot . tne? Sutaetes? wed ‘antdeaud to a 
% Teast wom wordy selysvecelh sivewt seed 


vig eee ‘2wAO sodeue fu Loeko: inwwee 
soe liess. 9 (UO UD OF ...d0Y tov OF) Co wr cee ov 


atoke la Jam 

Aone Wotvoward Cs.....) Qt sosyuapodT (ossiats 
34 Tee aPsOMMQUO DIGT NP? GET. WOU DoqraM vor haw ni 4). 
aoyegh spa .ovotayn ipa auonyrven ast inddorene, nee 
anal, 108 qi. 

Sevtiind Doe ovata To 2e0T eer a ” Bt yi 

(qawy mele yan worvostaginy + tone Lake 
eReldow. oat pada sah pa tenon #0 pi sll 

ne ee ort a 


Ta 
i 


185 
(b) KOA@C TOLCeLTE Tove wroovytac vuac (c) ... tev ennpeatortur: 
Bone of these is read by NB fam.l 22 660 Origen. 

In Busebisn sources not included in the basic materials of 
this investigation several readings are found which differ from 
the form found at P.£, 654,4.10, Tischendorf's apparatus indi- 
cates that Eusebius omits parts (a) and (bd) in his Commentery 
on the Psalms. He also says that part (c) is omitted in Den. 
Still another reading is found in the Commentary on Isaiah where 
(a) is omitted but (b) is included. 

In eddition to these forms, P.E. 654.d.10, as indicated 
above, has (a) and (c) but not (bd). 

Wheat can be made of this bewildering confusion of testimony? 
First, it is clear that all three parte of the Textus Receptus 
Yeading are harmonizations with Lk, 6:26. It is obvious that 
there were different stages in the development of a more Lucan 
form in the Matthean passage. The original text of the Gospel 
probably hed none of the three parts. Is Eusebius’ original 
form the form of the original Gospel or that of the Byzantine 
text? There is only one form of the verse anywhere in Eusebius 
that hes internal consistency with respect to the witnesses of 
‘dts variants, P.E. 654.4.10 hes two variants which are attested: 
in reading (a) without (b) 1t is supported by 243 462 Clement 
of Alexandria; in reading (¢) it is in agreement with D 157 372 
964, ‘These are all good witnesses, but none attest both variants. 
The reading in the Commentary on Isaiah is obviously the product 
of Byzantine revision. But the two variants in the Commentary 
On the Psalms and the variant in Dem. are attested by NB fami 


4 





















@3i a 
- 

“wetTWeinogems wr -.. (9) geue potvendey aver > bide 
.cagie® O88 SS Liuot «* when 

to afeiwsgsa ofesd en? mt febelont don seowmep 


Sort. toTRNS dolde Gayot ea e_aibestr Cogepees 


on 


:?, a 


«fin auvSetacae a tighriedsetT = .01.5.008 2.0 tw Be 
Ruesremeod ait at (cd) dae (4) etteq ete g Z 
ea ab bettiao al (co) desq tcc syse cole on 

axede datgel nc yuesner ye) wit ci Seuct ef paipeow 

Hebolonk. af (¢) ut Lor , 

Sevpoibal es 01.56.8030 .3.2 ,amtwel esom of | 
o(¢) ton tow (ed Saw 

ssogitec! to npfentaoo yagdieéiliwed aldcs to eben. sm 
egaqeoeh qudtzeT ad? tc siteqg eoust Iie tags wolo 6 
dads avetvde ai 2 .BS:38 hd te cnoltas Janene 

Qsond atte 4 TO tnengeleveD s@i ait aogedu tneTo® 
feqeot e@f to oxet Ianieixe ed? .ogeeeeq Geta 
iselsico “agideasd a1] .234e, soul? add Fe enea 
enalvrergé ody Io int? <~ iooac® fisatetvs ef? W i | 

suideowS af srea@eyns sezav cov Io meet ene eine ef: _ 
2c sessensiw ens oF ftopyost Atlv yorPaledos eval € 

:hogaevia ota doltie sineatsay ews ond OL. BsNO8 (SLT ys . 
taomefS SGA 423 yd Sedrooqae at 2t id) Joeiaw (eb 

S8E VSL € Site yuseseaye mt ef ¥t (0) eateeen Ab pale pn °. 

-vonsinsvy dved jaetta anen Jsal .sseaontiw bevy ike ots ee a. 
tsuhotwd si3 elaseivds af Habs 26 cwapeeme® ods at 3 | 

Peesseeseo ad al seuattay ow ont i lovenwagnnie: 

ist GH vd Soswesr= one ceed ad | 


“ 


me) 


a oi 


Api 


=> 


186 
22 660; such consistency of testimony strongly supports the as- 
sumption thet Eusebius’ New Testament omitted (a), (b), and (c). 
fhe verient forms of the verse are all to be explained as due to 
the pertly unsuccessful effort to make Eusebius! text conform to 
the Byzantine standard or, perhaps, to Lbusebius' unconscious 


harmonization of MG. and Lk. 


Pe. Is.) 
II, ? om, evdroyette ... proovytac vuag (Eus. } OND 
i es Sabo 
fem, 1 22 et.al. =k sy cop geo Or, ] cvAoyette 


TOVS PLoOVVTaS Vunc Kakwo TOLELTE TOVG LoovyTac vuag DLW An 
fam, 13 28 33 157 565 700 892 / OM. Kadwo ... wtoovv— 
‘tas teh *)° 245° 48e Cian, 
om, (See App. I) «at before tmpocevyecde W ] + Kat 
? vnep (Eus. Nty B fami 22 as at kk ih PO ac 7 
aeth 1] + tTav ennocalovtwy vusc Nites. LW AGIE fam.13 665 
700 892 / + Tw cennpcalovTav tea 4 BD 157 372 954 
(45) tva) onwe 7 
Totc¢ KSU @M fam.13 33 209 482 700 et.al. Clem, 


Or.] om. 


P.E. Dem, omn 

ootti¢ (Eus. ) lat ve ay Cyp. Hil.] oft 

III. (44) Stwxovtay vuac] om. 1241 1279 / om. vyac 
% Dem, Is. ; 

(Eus. ) 33 1194 1396 

(45) movnpove nat ayadovc] aya8ovc nat roynpove lat(some) 

es pesh Sa 

sy ) eop Aph. Tat. Epiph. Or. 


S&txatove nat adtxovce}] N* 


Mt. 6:33 
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TavTa MpCCTEONOCTAL vELY 


I. PE, 590.8.7 
Il. €ntevte k arm Clem, Hil. Tert) + 5¢ { ovv lat 
! Bagtketay NX lat(some) vg Tert.] + Tov Geov / + avtov B 
236 440 
Sikatoovvyay 119 245 Just. Clem, ] + avtov 
Tavta Tavta lat vg Aug, } Tavta navta 


IIIT. nas thy &txatoovrvny] om, 482 


Mt. 62:34 
QpxeToy TH Nepa NH Kakia avTne 
I, P.B, GO?. a.4, 
III. apxetov...n wxanva avtn¢] om. G* 506 692 
avtnc} eavtns 13 543 1223 / eavtotg (sic.) 124 


Mit. 736 
un 6wTe To aytoy Tous Kvot, unde BGrnre Tovc uapyapttac vu 
eumpocbev Tav yorpwy 
I. P.E. 681.0. 
Ili. 6wte ] Sote SH fam.l fam.13 28 245 483 517 1241 1582 
to aytov] ta ayta 4118 #157 #209 243 245 1689 Or. 


sc 
vuey] om. sy 


Mt. 7:14 
oteyvn wat TeBAtunevn nm oSo¢ H anayovoa etc THY Comvy nar orLyot 
¢rouv ov Sttovtec avin 
‘T. Eel. 105.16 
II. otevn (om. nvdn) 113 182% 482 544 lat(some) Or. J +7 
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man / + TPH L 1242 
Sutovtec] evoronovtec 


IIL. apayovoa)] apopepoven 700 


Mt. 715-16 

(15) mpoceyete ano tav yevdorpoontav ouTivec (eXevoovtat) mpoc 
vuac ev evSvuacs mpohatav cow8ev 6° ebot AvVKOL aprayes 
(16) ano Twv Kapnwy avtwy enuyvywoeode avtove 
I. Life 111.6 The eXevoovta, may be an intentional alter 
ation with a view to heightening the grecsetume aeaneeh. 
II. (15) mpoceyete NB 565 et.al. lat cop aeth arm 
geo Epiph. Luecif. Hil. ) + Se 

? eKevoovtat] epyovtas 

§] Se 


Mt. 8:28 
vyadiaon 
“ « 74.11 
, 2 n ? 16 Ss 
II. yaSapa (yaSapnvev R*BC* @ et.al. sy geo Epiph. 


Or. )) yeyeonvar 


Mt. 9:12 
OV XPELaY CYOVOLY Ob LOYVOVTES baTpOV alAG Ob KaKwO eyovTEC 
ie fri, 22.5.5 (eAX for gorda). The text reads gj\yjq with 
Dem, 171.21; the fact that the New Testament manuscript support 
for adda is both strong and non-Byzantine is determinative. 





2. See Mey 5:1, App. I 
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Dem. . Tri. a 
Ii. @AAa (Eus. ) BW 892] o\A (uc. ) 


Ill. satpov] tatowv x 


Nit. 9:13 

ove NAGOV Karcoat Sikatovg AAG auePTwrovE ELC LETaVvoLoV 
re Tri, 225.4 

ove is also read in Dem, 166.23, 171,21. Dem. 166.23 also 
has ahAa ... cic wetavorgy. The ere ueTavotav appears to be 
@ genuine Byzantine variant, but the "Caesarean" support should 
be noted, It would be an extremely simple addition for late 
scribes to supply. Since, however, it eppears both in Tri, and 
Den., €tG HeTavotavy was probably in Eusebius! New Testament, 
II. ovn ( om.yap) lat(some)] ov yao 

@\ka All WSS except those shown} eAX GKV 33 566 
III. tareoat Stxatove] Sinatove «oreo CW 349 399 517 954 
1010 1188 1424 2 

€t¢ petavorov CEGKL @9 $118 fan.13 33 543 700 892 
latle ¢ | ) velfew) ‘iat aeth Epiph. dust. Bas. 
Aug. Hil.] om. ABDNV*W Paxe fam.l 22 33% 174 253 372 
470 471 481 482° 565 990 1223 1604 Ilat(most) vg(most) 
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NG. 1035 
€t¢ oSov cOvav un ameAGHTE Kat CLG TOALY CaMapPELTUY UN EbocAGnTE 
I. Bel. 114.26 
III. e@vwv] om, X* 1424 " 
Cauapettav] couapstav NCD GLNW ggyee 80 472 700 
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1187 1473 / acuepttavywy D* 


Mt. 10328 

un goBeLobe ato Tay amoKTeLYoVTeY TO Cwua THY Se WynV BH 
SvvaLevwYy anOKT¢etvat 
i. ¥F.8. 662,¢.7 
II. goBeso@e XCLX Pao femi3Z 157 472 482 700 ne 
lat vg] poByenre 
III. anontetvovtayv B¢ 372 565] anoxtevyvovtwyr NCDUW Pan 
1 1582 349 399 475 485 700% 892 / amnoxTevovtay EFGKL 
MNSVXY G0°Q fami3 22 28 33 118 157 209 #@51 472 482 
643 700** 

mv) om, W 


anontetvyat] Opatat i 


ut, 11:20 
sSov €yw atootcAAw TOY ayyeAOY OV TPO TpOGWTOV GOV OG KaTa- 
oxevaoes Thy of0v pov cuTpocbey cov 
I. Eel. 35.5 
cs 
II. pov (2)] cov / om 270 sy 
cs bo 
TII. eyo] om. Z 1402 lat(some) vg sy cop geo 


oc] wat FP 399 Ilat(some) 


Mt. 11:21,23 
(21) ywpatery (23) ... Kapapvaovp 
i On. 274,23 
Legg incorreetiy cites this passage in support of the var- 
jant yopatey - 
Il. ywopatery SX fami3d 23 482 et.al. ] ywoaley Nu min, / 
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xopatny [ 21 1573 1675 / yoptaw Dd / yopatesy All other 
uneials, 33 71 157 213 291 1293 rr 


omn 
(23) — NBR 433 «372 «#4700 et.al. lat ve ey 
se bo 
cop aeth arn ] Kanepvaovp CLNW XYPAGUL® fem.z1 fam.13 


22 28 157 543 565 892 1582 


Mt. 11:25 (or Lk.10121) 
efouohovyouuae OOL, TATEG, KYUPLE TOV OVPaYOU Kat THE EG, OT 
anexpvyac TAVTG aro Copwy Kat OVVETHVY. Kat anecKcAVyac avTa 
yqyTiote 
Te ab. T, 141.16, 21 

“the gecond citation reads ¢vyaptotw for ¢fouokoyouuat =~ in 
order to explain that this ¢fouokovuat ie not a confession of 
gins 
III. anexpvtac] cxpving NBD 12 Glem Or, 

Tavtaj] evta L 238 565 1093 


se 
ovvetay ] Svvatwy O47 1* / om. sy 


Mit. 11227 
mavta ot napeso0n vio Tov Tafpec uov, Kat ovberc eyyw TOV 
metepa eb pn opioc Kat @ GY O VLOG anoKadvYy. ovde tov viOY 
TAG cyve €b wy (...06) @ (aaes- o viewer} THECRO 
I. This verse is one of Busebius' favorites; it appears in 
whole or in part in no less than nine rather widely scattered 
places in his writings. As might be expected of a passage used 
so frequently, it is often quoted from memory. A detailed 
setting forth of the evidence is, therefore, important, 
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(a) C.M. 5.27 mavta wos napedo0n uno tov maTpoc pov, 


Kat ovberc entytywonet Tov viovy ct wy oO TaTHO. ovde Tov maTepa 
TLG CMLYSLYWOKEL CL LN O VIOS 

(b) @E.—. 76.6 ovdeic cyvyw tov matepa ¢% pH oO VEO Kat 
@® ay O VLOG aroKadvYyn 

(¢) Eel. 42.25 wndeic cyvw Tov natecpa ch un Oo VEOS. Kas 
® Gv O VLOG aToKahvin 

(a) @ET. 72.4 pndcec cvre Tov TaTé€pa €%& un oO VELOC. 
unde Toy viov Tic cyyw €4 UN MOVOG oO YEeVYTNCOS avTOV nNaTNp 

(e) H-E. 10.14 ... ovteé Tov matepa Tic cyvw, €b BH oO 
VLOG. OVT av TOY ViOY TIC eYVw TOTE KaT aftav cL UN UOVOS Oo 
yevynoag avtoy natno 

(7) apg. 85.32 navta pot napefSo0n vro Tov natpoc pov ... 
Kat ovdectg emsytvwones Tor BLoy €& uN O TaTNO 

{g) av. 73.14, 85.27, 175.9 mavta wot napeso0n vm 


Tov TETpOG pov 


The form cited above as (a) follows the Textus Receptus 
without variant. It is the longest of the references and must 
have been copied. The question is: copied by whom? As it stands, 
it could hardly have come from the Matthean text with woich Euse- 
bius was most familiar, as wili be seen below. It therefore ap- 
pears probable that the Eusebian form varied so widely from the 
form of some later scribe that the seribe simply copied the "cor- 
rect" form into the manuscript in the place of Busebius' “*mti- 
iated* version. 

Quotation (b) has an entirely different value. It appears 
in a polemic passage, in which Eusebius charges Narcellus with 
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altering Scripture. The declaration in éE.T. 76.19 that Mer- 
cellus added Tovteotiv o AVES after vio¢ is a manifest misre- 
presentation of Marcellus’ intention, which was, not to alter 
the sacred writing, but to identify vieq¢. But dZ.T. 76.9 
quotes the reading ovéei.c ovdev as from Marcellus, and ovder¢ 
eyy@ is set over against it as the correct reading. The point 
is important enough that Eusebius sust have consulted his New 
Testament and we may accept the reading ovSe.c ¢cyym as belong- 
ing to the New Testament of the historian, This reading is 
confirmed by the fact that ¢yv¥m also appears in four of the six 
quotations of portions of Mt. 11:27 which bear on this reading, 
Woreover, while the reading lacks support from any Greek manu- 
script of the New Testament, it has selid Latin support and is 
also found in numerous patristic sources (Justin, Irenseus, 
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Pseudo-Clement, and Didymus). 
Since this citation has such good claims for its authenticity, 
it may be regarded as the key to the discovery of the Eusebian 
reading for the entire verse. It also contains three other var- 
isnts of importance. One is the adoption ofavy for cay of the 
fextus Receptus; the historian is joined here by D 35 124 

990 1010 1170 1293 Clem. Or. The Second is the shorter 
| form © vec anokadvyn (Just. Iren. Tert. Clem. or, Did. ), 
which is read instead of the fovdntas o vice crowolvtat of 
ail New Testament manuscripts. The third of these variants is 
ovbei.c cyvyw Tov matepa €+ pn Oo vioc, Which is probably a sign 
ef a significent difference in the order of words in the whole 


passage where the Textus Receptus has ov6berc entytvmonet Tov 
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vioy €b uy O TaeTHp, ovbe TOV MaTEpa TLG EmMEYLYMOKEL €4 LN O 
vioc. Note thet here ovder¢ is found with natepa and viec, | 
while in the Textus Receptus ovéetc is found with viov and 
marnp. Is it possible that this means that the two clauses which 
fiake up this passage in the Textus Receptus ("No one knows the 
Son except the Father? neither does anyone know the Father except 
the Son.*) were found in reversed order in Eusebius’! New Testa- 
ment? It may be pointed out that the common denominator in the 
support of the other variants found in dE.fT, 76.6 is not a group 
of Greek manuscripts or ea version but patristic sources, | Such 
a transposition of clauses as has been suggested by the evidence 
of 42,T. 76.6 is also supported by early patristic witnesses + 
in this case, by Marcion, Justin, Irenaeus, Pseudo-Clement. NMore- 
over, Justin and Irenzeus both support two of the unusual Euse-~ 
bian variants in Nt, 11:27, for these two writers also hed cyvw 
and o viog anonadvin. Neither Justin nor Ireneeus read ay, but 
avy for ¢eqy is a stylistic improvement and probably does not re- 
present the original text of Mstthew at this putas External 
witness for the transposition of the clauses is good, It should 
also be noted that citation (c) is virtually identical with (b) 


and bears the same testimony. Citations (4) and (e) are almost 





3. See G, Adolf Deissmann, Bible Studies, (Eng. tr., Alexander 
Grieve), Edinburgh, 1923, pp. 202-5. Deissmann comments on p. 
205, "The hypothesis thet eqy for gy is an Alexandrianism, in 
B8upportuof which the repeated gy of the last-mentioned document 
from Askalon might be put forward, seems to the present writer 
to be groundless." The fact that gy is found in Mt. 11:27 only 
in the two Alexandrian Fathers, Clement and Origen, seems to 
Support Deissmenn. 
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certainly meuoriter, but both have the order suggested by (b). 
The form in (f) may be disregarded, sinee novte wot Tmapedo0n 
vmo fov TeTpog pov end Kas ovdSere entytywones TOY Viov cb LN 
o TaTnp are separated from each other by the insertion of a com~ 
ment by Eusebius; also, the enyyivwoxes shows that a&.T. 85,32 
has suffered Byzantine revision. 

& unique reading common to citations (da) and (e) deserves 
comment, Both read yovoc o YEVVNCGS avTov TaTnp for © natnp. 
Both quotations are obviously memoriter. There is no evidence 
for these words outside of Eusebius, and they are not adopted 
into the text. They savor too much of the homiletical flourish 
that frequently apoears in the historian's memoriter citations. 
However, they ere /exnibited in Apparatus II. Unique readings 
do not seriously, effect the analysis of the text-type, and they 
need to be exhibited for ready reference in the event that at 
some future date another witness to them is found, 

II. eyvwm (1 and 2) lat vg Just. Iren, Clem. Or, Pseud-Clem, 
Did, ] enwytvwones/ yivwoees © Just. Iren. Di, Dad, / order 
Did, Marcel. Ath, yz. Bas. Tert./ enuyvyvwones W 

ovdieg eyvw ... €4b wR O TaTNO NX Marc. Just. Iren. Pseud.@ 
Clem, ] ov&eicg emsyivmonet Tov viov €b un Oo ToTHP, ovdSe Tov TaTep 
TAC ECTLYLYMOKEL €L UN O LOVC, Kat w ¢av BovAnTaLr o VLOGS anoKa- 
AvVat 

ev. p 33 124 990 1010 1170 1293 Clem. Or.) cay 

© viog antokeAvin Just. Iren, Tert. Clem. Or. Did.) BovAntas 
© VLOG anoKcdvyat 


? povec 0 yevvnoac avtov natTnp] o natTnp 
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III. pov) om xN* 71 692 1200. 


Mt, 11228 
SevTE TPOE UE TAYTEC @&i KOTIWYTES Kat TeEGOPTIouCvOR Kaye avanav— 
“ow VUAC 
x ‘Beh, 225,2 


III. wepopttoucvot) + cote D* 


Mt. 12£:14-18 
(14) efedBovtec ot gaptortot cvufovdAtoy nat avtov ¢AaBov onwe 
avToY anoACcowoty 
(15) o 8€ tnoovc yrovc aveywpnoey exesGev Kat NRolovenoay avTw 
TOhAOL Kat €8€panevoey avTove TavTac 
(16) Kat enmeTasynoey avTotc tva UH SavepOY avTOY TOLNOwOLY 
(17) [rovrote yap entpepetas cy Tw evayyeAtw] tva TrAnpwWON TO- 
pnGev Sta noatov Tov mopoontov AcyovToc 
(18) sdov © nate pov ov noeTioa © ayarmntog pov oy yvbonnoey 7 
Wvyn pov Snow To nvevua Pov enavToryiKptoiv Totc eBveotvy (eforces) 
I. Vs. 14 GfedGovtes ... Vs. 18... em avtov: Eel. 201.14 
(¥s.18 evdonnoev for xnvionncoer) 
Ve.18 : 68.7. 93.34 (eS5exa for Onow) 

Notice that individual readings in these verses are also 
supported by Dem, The unique reading of e8uxnq in @.T. 93.34 
for verse 18 has no support outside of Eusebius and is omitted 
@8 an assimilation to Iem. 42.1 (LXX), The reading eforces, 
which probably comes from the same source, is admitted doubt- 
fully because it also appears in the Dem. 
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197 
fhe situation with respect to verse 14 must be given spe- 
ciel attention, There are two variants in the sentence ¢feA8ov- 
TEC OF Paptoatot ovpPovrAtovy Kat avtov ¢edafov, The most impor- 
tant of these is the place of ¢f¢h@ovtecat the very beginning of 
the sentence. With the addition of a conjunction (nat or Se) 
the witnesses cited in parentheses support Eusebius here. With- 
in the sentence, however, the reading “aT avtov eAafey (for ¢ka- 
Boy kat avtov } is unique, and is cited separately in Appara- 
tus II, | 
II. (14) c€er@ovtec O% Paptcatot --. ¢haBov ( XBCD fam. 1 
33 472 4424 et.al. lat({some) cop 4ug. ] 084 6€ paptontos 
ovpBovAtov ehaBov nat avtov efehGovtec N(W)X P(A)NEe 22 $65 
700 / ot Se paptoaton ckeXOovte¢ GupBovALoy chaBov Kat avtTov 
&) © fam.i3 157 174 213 230 372 399 713 788 826 828 
983 
KaT avtTov eXaBov }] ehkaBov Kat avtov 
(15) wekkos RNB 372 lat as aeth } oyAot trokkos | 
Den. pesh bo 
(Gus. ))coLw YFaenze sy sop arm geo Or. / woddot 
oxAot K 1194 1515 / oyhot WH . 
(17) tva RBCD 1 21 33 1424 ar ] omwe 
(18) ov (2) x*B 115 244 892 ff aeth j ete ov 
SI pes: ) sevew pe* 1 33 1424 1582 lat ey / ese 
@ 13 230 346 S26 828 


nvéonnoey (Eus. j ) W 28 157 348] evdoxnnoer 
Eel. 
(us. ) 


Se ce met 





4 Lege incorrectly fails to give W and 28 in support of nvdéoxnn~ 
och; he mistakenly cites Ecl. in support of it. 
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avtov fom. cat) 7 + Kas 
ctosoet (Gus. arayyehes ena 
III. (16) youve Jom, PF 
eGeparevocy avtove } S¢ ove ebepanevoey enenAntev 
avtoic DW 1 1582 lat 
(16) war entT bunoey avtove}) om. D 1 1582 lat 
(17) &ta] vro cE 517 659 1675 /om. 1424 geo 
(18) ov] etc ov knees, Be’ D 


Ht. LBI40 

WOTEOD YAO HV twVaG €¥ TH KOLALG TOV KNTOUG THELG Hucoac Kat 
THELC VUKTAC OVTwC €OTaL Kab O VLOE TOV av@purov ev tT xapdia 
TG YNS THEIG Neepac aks THELG vUKTAaG 
I. Kel. 116.8 42 ‘ei 
Il. kot (2) DELW 482 1424 et.al. lat(some) sy cop 
Iren, Gyr. Or. ] om. 
Ili. ny] eyeveto 8 7 S17 954 1391 1424 1675 lec.49 
lec,184 / om, D 472 

sopSta)] totAta 118 209 238 245 544 


Mt. L3s1i 
wiry Se8oTat yrwrvat Ta pvoTnpia (tov Geov) 
I. ak.T, 129,"7 
Den. 
Il. tov Seov ] thc Baotrctoc (Eus. )} / THC Paotketac tov 
Scov 22 24 32 157 
Ill, ta wvotnpta] to pvotnpsoy lat sy Glem, Ir. 
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Mt. 15:24 
ove(nrGev] €4 un etc Ta mpoBata Ta anoAw\oTG OLKOV topanr 
I, Kol, 21.22 
| (Ta mpoBota... topand): Eel. £15.10 
III. exc] mpog € 1020 sat 


| € 
npoPata}] + tevta p a sy 


Ht. 15339 
paye Say ) 
I, On. 134.18 
II. paye doy RJ wayScka / waySoriav CMOW 33 482 565 2145 
{ woyatay NBD 1365 | 


Ht. 16:16 
Ov €L O XPLOTOG O VLOG Tov Geov tov Cavtoc 
I. ag.t. 75,27 
pesh 
III. Cwvto¢] owlovtoc pe a* / om, 1 sy 


Mt. 16°17 
Pakaptoc ct Eiunwy Bap Iewvea oT: cape kat atua ovK anexadtubey 
OOt GAA O TATHP OV oO OVpaytoc 
I. Pi GB.T. 75.29 565 hes 
II. ovpavioc fam, 13 174 Or. J ev tose ovpavtoc (Eus. ) 





HiéEi 26.10, 
5. In support of ovpavioc, Legg gives Eus. _) te 
reference is incomplete, but Lege apparently means VII.25.10, 
which contains the only quotation of this passage in HcE,. This 
se a not og ng as en cae ee tage since 
L = a part of a longer gyotation f m pionys 8. gg 
should have written D on. 2a Wt. 28.10. 
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NB (om. Tot¢) CDEFGHELMSUVXPAGNM fam.1 Clem. Or. 
Tid, os] om, Be | 

ahd} adda R 
Mt. 16:18 

ent (tavtyvy) thy netpav otnoSouncw ov THY ECKEATOLOY Kat TUAGL 
a6ov ov KaTLOyVvoVOoLY avTHC 
I. Tri, 266,22 (om, tavrnv ); P.E.8.¢.3 (katicyvoovoiy, but ug 
B.of P.E, reads KeTtoyvovowy; om, Tovtny) | 

A ie a better manuscript of F.&. Since its reading «ati- 
oKVvovoW, is found in Tri., the evidence seens to favor the 4... 
adoption of a reading which has little support in New Testa~ 
ment manuscripts. 

The addition of tavtyy is supported by Dem, 127.15 and is 
adopted as probable since there are witnesses to that reading. 
II. ems (tavtnv) thy retpay D Ves. Tert. ] ens tavtn TH 
méetpa / €mb TavTn netToa 9 

Rattoyvovoty 4] Kat toxyvoovc.r aN al 


Ill. pov tHy exxAnotay } thy exedAnctay pou D lat veg 


Mt. 16:23 
vravye UTLOw “ov caTava oxavbahoy €4 cCHot OTL OV HPOVELC Ta Tov 
Scov ahha Ra Tey avoparwv . 
. 6 
eo Ge. ° | 
C.. 9/13 | ¢ pesh 
Il. esesos p (uot for epos) : 990 2145 lat vg sy J 


pov ct / cuot cs 565 © Ff sy /ey.evov X*B fam.13 174 





yee 
De % { 


6. Pischendorf mistakenly ascribed this quotation to Marcellus 
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, Mascy 9 ; 
e V2 y taf gars age P unr 0 
wt eho as ours as i, % ow 
| i i 
ie _snctown aM as 0 
we rie, ie “ii 
Tie Ta ee han ie ea 


230 543 700 788 826 828 983 / €% Lov xc © 
III. oxoavdarov cs cuot} om. 33 1293 

ov gpovetc] ove eypovnoag 8 

Taj] om. D 


sa 
Twy avGpunwy)] tov av@pwrov D lat cop aeth 


Kt, 16324 
€t TLS GEAECt OTtGw HOV E€AHELY anapYnoacdw CavToY Kat apaTtw TOV 
“STapoov avTov Kat axodovGettw wot : 
I. GM, 10,30 
III. ed@ery J axokovdery 16 213 261 713 2145 
€avtov “ aut ov . | 


Kat apote}] apac ¢ 2 


| Mt. 17:2 
(eveveto) To TPOGWNOY aVTOV we O NALOG Kab Ta tuatta avtov (...) 
AcvKa w¢ TO DwC 
I, 48.T. 166.6 
fhe context includes the word exAquyat; therefore, the 
eyeveto may heave been misplaced in order to avoid the tantalo- 
gous use of chauye. This is probably just a free quotation, 
“II, 2 eveveto} chaure 
Kat ta] ta be 
? avtov(2) fom. evyeveto) S 245 lec. 47 ] + eyeveto / 
* evevovto 543 1241 
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7 c bo 
III. To owc] yetwy D leat ve sy cop aeth arm 


© Jom, 8 


evyeveto) cyevovto fam.13 22 2 


Wt. 1736 
OVTOS COTLY O VLOG HOV Oo ayamNnToc ey w nvdoxyoa avtov axovete 
be Qk. %, 71,29 
{ovtog ..... nvbonnoa): ab.T, 267.2 
‘Il. qvéonnoa cCpGowE 1241 } evSoxnoa 
III. axovete] anovoatre A 


Se bo 
avtTov axovete] axovete avtov XBD 1 1582 33 4 cop @ 


Bt. 19:8 

PWONG TIPEG THY oKANpOKapStavY vuwY cypayey... an® apyne Se ov 
YEVOVEY OVTWC 

% aT, 227.19 
i The apparent omission of Duty anokvoat Tac yuvatKac vue 
is obviously impossible. Some object is required to complete 
the predicate and is actually supplied in the context (4,7. 127. 
16-18) ; 

Ii, hae is?” (Mc. 10.57) 1424 ] eneppever 

evteg]) ovtw 





7. At this point the information in Apparatus III is more 
Valuable than II. The testimony in II is doubtful. The dis- 
agrecments in III sre more certain. The use of eyveyetg in- 
stead of eveyovto Gan hardly be due to Byzantine revision, since 
in that case the entire quotation should have been "improved" 
ané the word order "corrected", 


8, All the better manuscripts read ovtwe 
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III. pwonc] uwvong 1241 
WWONC... eypavey) mpoc THY... emEeTpEWeV | povonc DP let 
ov yeyorey} ovK evyeveto Dp 


Mt, 19:12 
€LOLY ECVYOVXOL OLTiVEC evYOvyLoOaY cavToUG Sta Thy BaoLActayv Tey 
ovpavay 


I. H.@, 534,17 


Ht. 19:17 
TL ME Epwtac mept Tov ayabov ovdetc ayahoc ct un etc o toc 
I. Foe BE, 542.b,1 
II. Tt pe rhea TEOb +9 nee XBD 6m. tov) L@ 1 22 700 
1682 et.al, lat vg sy cop aeth arm geo Or, } tt ue 
Aeyetc ayadov / om, fF 
Ilis ovGewc... Geog CHAZ } e1¢ eotiv o ayaoc NXB(B* om, 
€s¢) p (om. ©) L 81 (om, 0) 22 fom. 0) 660 700 (om. 0) 892 
1582 | | 


Mt. 20:30 or 31 
chenooy nuac vie Savr5 
I. Eel. 230.1 





en een Ee 


©. The witnesses which support Eusebius in Appsratus II oppose 
him in III. It is unlikely that the form shown ebove can re- 

present any “half-way station” between early and later forms of 
the text of Mt., since it is found nowhere outside of Eusebius. 
The two parts of the quotation do not belong together as found 
in P.E. Probably we have here another example of Byzantine 
revision, 
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The fact that these words may not be identifed as belonging 
to either verse rather than the other deprives us of important 
evidence, The variants are supported in both verses - but the 
witnesses are not the same. 
II, ckenoovmuacg] eAenoov quac cvpte 

vie] vioc 

Savt6)} ba8s5 


Wt. 21:1 
Pnepayn Cxwoun] mpec Tw opet Tay chatwy 
I. On. 58,13 
II, tw opet] to opoc 
III. B6n6qayn) By6ooayy 8“ PKM-N*OUWX ITI fam.13 22 482 §43 
1241 / Bndeayn Zz / Bnogayn L lee.47 / PnOgayny 33 
mpeg] «t¢ BC 33 Vl lat Or. 


MG. 21:2=3,6 

(2) (mopeveode ec THY KwUnY THY KaTevavTt vuwy) evenceTE ovoY 
kat mwrov SeSenevny Avoavtec ovy avtTny ayayete 

(3) was Cav Tic vuLY cEnH TL TOLELTE EpeELTE © KUPLOG ano avTu 
ypetay exes(...) . 

(6) kat emedGovtec exetvos eroinooy nadwo meOceETakcy avTotc 

I. Sel. 125.29 (nopevOevtee etc THY anevayTt Kounvy for 
mopeveo@e... vuwy) 

The reading in question is adopted from Dem. 365.25, The 

participiel introduction of Eel. 125,29 is parsphrastic. Dem. 
439.25 hes the verse in the Ecl., fomm, but the Dem. section is 
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@ quotation from the Ecl, and is not independent evidence. ‘Sup= 
| Dem. 
It, (2) nopevecOe us, ) WEE @ fan, e 33 157 et.al. 
me: iel., 
@r.] nmopev6nte / ropevOertec ( Hus. ) 4 273 1815 3: 
| karevaytt NECDL@ fam.13 28 33 157 700 et.al. 


port from Dem. for readings found in Ecl, is shown in Apparatus I, — 
4: 


anevayTt 
ec 
vuery Om. cot) h sy J+ nes 
| pesh bo 
evpnoete 482 485 544 lat sy cop ] evOews 


evonocete gf cvOvc evpnoete XLZ 
| ovoy Kat nwrov SeSenuevav] ovoy SeSduevnv Kat Twrhoy uet 
avTyqc 

ovy avtny] on. 

ayayeTe] + pos 

(3) movette Gus. ~ D 157 4 aeth) om, 


eperte Wl] eperte ott / ots eperte Pam.13 


ano} om, 
? (4-5) om, 
| j VOL. evGevtec b¢ ot uabynTar 
(6) wat amedOorvtec cxesvor) mppe Ge gs ot paby 
coasveemownoay D372 lat ve sy cop aeth geo } wat 
TO LNOAVT ES 


IIIs (3) eav} ay BD 
ypetav exes) eyes yperay D 
(6) npooetatey] ovvetatey BCD 33 372 700 1604 
lec.48 VS5 
Mt. 21:9, 23:39 
evdoynucvoc o epyoucvoc ¢v ovVopaTL KUPLOU 
Iy Eel, 87.24 
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Mt. 23:13 
OVAL VULY YOGLUATELC Kat Papeoator viroKpILTar 


I. a£.T, 136.10 


Mt. 23:38 
t60v agreTat VuLY oO OLKOS vuNY conUuOG 


I. Eel. 170.14 

(amseTat... epnuot}: fri, 256.20 
III. apsetat] apsete fam, 13 1241 

vutv] om, 0138 243 245 435 517 945 954 983 990 1093 
1187 1194 1402 1424 1574 1608 1689 or. 

epnuoc] om. Bi. ie -. 


Ht. 24:2 

ov un (ueivn) AtGoc ent ALGov ev Tw tormw TovTH o¢ ov unlxatahven] 
i. Tri. 256,20 

The form katvAvOyn is virtuslly self-explanatory; Eusebius 
now looks back upon that which from the point of reference of 
Mt, 24:2 was future and therefore required a future form (cata- 
NwOnoeTaL). 

The use of ucivn may also be due to Eusebius’ historical 
vantage point as well; wevw is more appropriate than agimut 
for expressing the idea of existing condition, On the other 
hand uctynmay have stood in Eusebius’ New Testament. 
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10. Since Mt. 23:13 is omitted in some ancient sources, it 
should be noted that these words could have come from Nt.23:14 
well. This citation does not guarantee the presence of 

it. 23:13 in Eusebius! New Testament. 
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| The substitution of ¢vy Tew Ttorw tovts for w6e and the ace 
eompenying transposition of word order may be due to memoriter 
¢itation, It may not be explained as conflation with Mk. 13:2, 
which hag #5¢€, or Luke 19:44, which has neither. 

The present writer is inclined to regard the entire passage 
as nemoriter. 
Tle 7 weswa} aveon 

? ALBoc ems ALGov ev Tw Tonw Tovtwlwbe ALGoc ems ALGoY 
TIT. wy (2) ] om, NBCDEFHLESVWXTAGTQ 0138 fam.13 (exc. 346) 
22 28 Yl 157 #472 482 543 692 697 700 892 


Mt. 4119-21 


(19) ovat S€ Tate ev yaoTpt eyovoarc Kat Tat¢ 6nralovoatc ev 
€KELVaLic Talc Hucpare 
(20) nmpocevycoGe Se tva un yevntat vuer 4 EvYN yetuwroc unde. 
oaBBorw 
(21) eotat yao Tote GAivic ucyakn Ota ovUK €yeveTO am apygsg xoc- 
ov e€wo Tov vey ovde un yevntast 
as HsB. 210.16 fhe H,E, manusericts are divided on the 
proper reading as indicated: 

vey q gvyn BDH Jy ovyn vuer ATER 
IIs (20) vuey n ovyn F) 4 OvyH vuOY 

unde oaBRate, a fami faml3 22 33 157 
482 700 et.al. lat ve cea Or.) unbe ev ocBBat» EFGH 
28 273 #348 #440 #472 517 544 565 954 1424 / wunbe caf- 
Batov DLM@ 047 21 477 945 999 1279 1473 1574 1579 
isoo / unde caffatw 094 © 
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(21) ove eyeveto RDG 700 e geo Hip. ] ov yeyorev 
ov6e DSUW4OQ fam. 13 157 472 482 700 2145 €¢. 
ia iren, Hip.) ov5 ov 
III. (19) OnrAalovoatc] Gnraloucvatc D 
(20) yetuwvoc unde] ev yetuove 4 517 954 1424 1675 
(21) tote] om. K* 61. 1473 1579 
€wo Tov vuy jJom, 660 1293 1424 


Rt, 25:21 
Ev SovAc ayabe Kat ThoTe ETL OLLYA NC TLOTOG CTL TOAAWY OC KaTa- 
oTnow 
1, P.E. S75.a.3 
Ill. ens] ences en’ BD 124i lat / en 074 
oALya] oALtyotq ONE 080 


UG. 25:31+34 
(31) otav S€ €XOn © vioc Tov avGpwnov cv tn Sof avTov Kat TayTEC 
OL ayyehos eT avTow Tote Kadtcet ent Gpovov Sofnc aRtov 
(32) wat ovvay8ncovtat eunpoc8ev avtov Tayta Ta eOvy Kal apopret 
evTove am aAkAnAwy worep o nOLUYA apoptlet Ta TpOBaTa amo Tuv 
eprqur 
(33) Ka’ oTHOeL Ta ey TpoBata ex Scktwy avtov ta Se ecpipta ef 
e€veV Vw 
(34) tote eper o Baotkeve Torg ex Seftwy avtov Sevte ot evioyn~ 
“MeVOL TOV MapPTOS poV KANPOVONHOATE THY NTotwaoucynY vuLY Baot— 
Kesavy amo cataBoAnc KoowoU 
7. a£.2. 178.12 
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Vs 34 (tote cpes ... tow matpoc uov): a@E.T, 178.23 
Ve 354 (Sevte ... xoouov): dB.T. 110.1 
Additional support for individusl readings from Dem, are in- 


@icated in Apparatus II. 
Dem. 
Ti, (31) 0+ (gus, )  xBphel* 074 fem.1 33 124 157 


265 273 399 489 565 1219 1354* 1355 1579 1582 lat ve 
hier Se bo 


sy cop aeth arm geo Or, Pseud-Hip. Hil] + aysor 
(32) ovrcySnoovtat appglueh 047 O74 fam.13 28 33 472 

L3 Dem, 

565 2145 et.o1, VSS. Pseud-Hip, ] ovvay@noetat (Gus. ) 


cor 
I11,(32)8e] om 7 399 49 S17 697 954 1424 1675 / ovv 124 251 


S0fn] + Tov natpoc 1295 

eunpoo8ev avtov navyta ta ¢O¥n) navta ta cOvn eurpooder 
avtov ¥ 

(32) apoorey xj agoptoet n*LwhG O74 fan.i 472 1615 
1582 / ampopstes & 

eptpav)] corgtwy B 

ev] om. D lat 

(33) avtov] om. XA 

ta 6€) kat Ta fem-13 543 230 826 828 


c 
cvpyvuev] + avTov RX sy 


Mt. 26:26 
AoPetTEe. MayEeTE TOVTO €OTL TO Gwa LOD 
1. Bel, 135.8 

Bt. 26:31 


watafov Tov notcva Kat StaoKkopnicOncetat Ta npoPata THE TOLUYHS 


I. gel. 130.6 
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Ii. watatov) natotw 


Til. SsacnopnicOy cetat J] StackopmtcOyoovtat RNABCGH*LMS 047 
067 074 fam.13 543 1241 118 33 157 243 248 251 262 
291 443 485 5644 566 659 700 713 892 1010 1187 1555 
1579 2145 lec.49 lec.,184 VSS. Or. 


Mt. 267236 
ye8otuavy 
I. On. 74,16 
Il. yeSowuavy 472 700} ¥eBonuevn / and numerous other forms 


Mt. 263 38 
TEPLAVTION COTLY  WvyT ov 
i, Eel. 231.16 


Bt, 26:68 
APOMHTEvcoy Nutvy yprote Tig COTLY O Tatoac CE 


I. Eel, 215.5 


Ht, 27:8 
axchSaua ywptovjatuatocg [ev evayyeAtotc) 
Is On, 38.20 
The attached comment (ev evayyeAtot¢) indicates that this 
is a gospels section, as does the heading of the section itself. 
Moreover, this citation is followed by a citation from John. 
‘Therefore, the reference cannot be to Acts, and there can be no 
question but that Eusebius found the word aneASaya in his copy 
of Kt, 
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xwptov] aypoc | 


Bt. 27:25 
TO GLEG GVTOV EP Huac Kat Et Ta TEeKVa TUwY 


I. Ecol, 51.10 


Bt. 27233 
yonyoGa ... KpPaviov ToToc 
I. On, 74.19 
III. yoAyo@a] yoAAyoOa F / yodyokGa BS / yuryoOary NZ 229 
245 259 270 473 476 478 lec.50 


MG, 27351 
TO KaTaneTaoua Tov yvaov ¢coytobn aro avwiev ewe KatTw 
I. Bel. 164.1 
Il. cox son J + €1¢ &vo 
Til. ano avwdey Jen aveGey BOW O90 fam.i3 543 33 lec.438 
f aveGery xL@ or, 


Rt, 27:°52=53 


MOAAXG GwLATG Toy KeKOLUNUCYOVY ayYtLaVv 


Ae. G0, 2139 


{ Mt. 27:57 
[oSevnvy Iwonp o ev evayyedtotc ato} apsuabtac 
- On. 32. 22 
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: 4 

‘Ii. apwuabiac @ 482 565 et.al. JaptpaGarac / apetuaierac 
D413 124 / e«aptituebeanc ¥W 


Nt. 28:19 

mopevGertec padytevoate: navta ta ¢6vy Bantibvtec avTtove etc To 
OVOUa TOV TaTPOG Kat TOV VIOV Kab TOV GYLOV TVEDEATOS 
I. Total: Cu, 3.7 : 

(mopev@evtec padytevoate mavta Ta ¢Ovn cv Tw OVOUGaTL LOD: 
E.H. 196,12; fri. 251.12 (nopevOevtec + your) 

(ese To o¥opa Tov ... mvevpatoc): C.M. 8.21, d&.T, 163.22 

fhe evidence in favor of cv tT» ovouatt wov rather than ¢tc¢ 
TO OVOUG TOV TaTPOC KGL TOV ViOvV KaL TOV ayLOV TYevUATOG is 
Stronger then is indicated by the materials included in this 
study. Conybeare's contention that the triune formula was in- 
$roduced into Mt. et this point because of the Council of Wicea 
has been given on pages 12 and 13 ebove. It is difficult to be- 
lieve, however, thst so late an alteration of the passege would 
heve so successfully obliterated all traces of «vy Tw ovoyaTt 
ywov that only Eusebius' testimony would remain, Moreover, the 
eontroversies of the Nicean period were so heated that any ec- 
Clesiastical tampering with the sacred text would surely have 
been exposed. Eusebius apperently cited this shorter form from 
memory, perheps under the influence of an Eastern baptismal for~ 
mula, Murphy also holds that Se formula was to be 


found in Eusebius! new Testament. 





‘Al, Murphy, op. cit., pp. 70-72 
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The support of Dem. for the variant in this verse is shown 


in II. 
Den, 
(fus. } YA 22 28 124 157 472 482 


IT, wmopevtevtec 
14° bo 
Eph. Aph. Iren, Or, Cyp. Vict. ] + ovv 


543 700 et.al. cep 
Fi +vur pdmin ve arm 
pesh bo se 

III. nopevGevtec] mopevecbat Ddem sy cop Or. 


| Bantelovtec] Bantioaytec Bp 
| tov (2)] om, p 1295 


Bt, 28:20 
tdov eyw ped vuwy cLut TacAag Tac Nucpac ew THC SvYTEACLAC Tov 


abevoGg 


I, @bs?. 17081 Eel. 56.24 


(ewe THG ovyTeketac): @E.f. 170,33, 171.14 


The omission of /GWWV is cuestionable, since the word stands 
Outside the syntax of the sentence. However, it is a repeated 
omission, Also, Mt. 26:20 has the tone of a liturgical formula, 
and the omission of apnv in such a formula is significant. 

Il. 7? atwroc¢ xseppyw 074 1 22 33 240 244 1582 iat(some) 
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vg cop 
IIL. we vuwsy cine] etut pee vuwy 


aeth arm geo ] + ayny 
Or. 
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I. BR 248.3 
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: : 12 
II, wapadoOnvat azratysu VIG 0133 22 255 472 482 et.al, 1+ 
TOV ! | 
: 13 

nhOev gy" wy ON 074 22 255 256 et. al. J+ 0 

3 iS 
Ill, weta S€] wat ueta BD lat(2) sy cop geo(2) 

wwayynvy) sworvnv§ B 


tnoove] om, V* 26 481 482 


Wk, 4:3 (Mt. 13:3, Lk. 8:5) 
efynQey © OTEL CAV Tov onegpat 
Ty d6, T. 169.14 
Whether the reference is actually to tk, rather than Mt. or 


Lk, cannot be determined. Therefore, no variants are shown. 


Mk, 521 
yeopyeoa [ev8a Tove StapoviwvTec o KVpLog tacaTo] 
qe On, 74.13 
On. 64,1-4 comments on yepyaoces (Beut. 7:1) as follows: 
Tivec S€ avutTnv civat Thy yabpar gacty peuwntar Se Kxas 
TO €VAYYEALOY TwY YEepacoLVav 
| In this pessage (On. 64.1-4) all the variant forms of yepyeoau 
found in Mt, 8:23, Mk. 5:1, and Lk 6:26 are shown. Is it possi- 
ble to determine which form appeared in each gospel? The pro- 
blem centers in the form yepacotvey which appears in phonetical- 
dy identical form in some witnesses tray 8:28 (lat vg gy, sy 
and others), tk 6:1 (x*BD leat Eus. Leis), and ik, (virtually 
all manuscripts). To what book is Eusebius referring in On,64, 
 i-4 when he speeks of to evayyeAsov? On. is orgenized on two 
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principles, First, there is an alphabetical errangement, all 
place-nemes beginning with @ being followed by those beginning 
with 6 , followed by those beginning with y and so on. But 
within this basic orgeatuiies another principle is followed, 
The words appearing under each letter appear in the order of 
the booksin which they are found in the Bible. For example, 
under a@ , words which begin with « in Genesis are followed by 

@ -names in Exodus and these in turn by those found in Leviticus 
and so be. The order of the Gospeis is the conventional one, 
it,, Mk,Lk, Jn, At On, 74,11 the place-name yabcpa appears and 
it is followed by yepyeoq 8t On. 74.13, Presumably, therefore, 
On, 74,11 is the reading of Mt., On.74.13 is the reading of Ik., 
and yepaccivey at On,64,.1-4 is the regular Lucan form and is 

given in connection with the citation from Deuteronomy, 

at. vepreo(nver)  ® Libs fam.l 22 28 33 255 565 ‘700 

et.al, sy cop geo } yabap{(nvev) / yepoo(nrev) NBD let 
ng 

f veyvo(tnvev) W / yadap(nvey) 40 118 fam.13 157 


Wk. 5:13 
{napa thy Atuvny TLBepLtaboc etc NY Kat Ot yorpor] (KaTexpnuVEc— 
@noar) 
I. On. 74215 
II. ? natecpnuricOnoay (praecipitatus est, lat)] wounoev... 
Kata Tov gonuVOV | 


uk, 8310 
(eat © papKoc Ge thc] wayebav [uvquoveves) 
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q. On. 134.19 
| 45 s 
TT. poye6av Pap lat sy ] Saruavov8a / uaySarta oo 
fam13 / poyeda 28 565 / wereyeia DY / weyeda D 


lik. 12:32 
€4G €OTLY O GEOG Kat ovK EoTLY MANY avtov 
I, 48.7, 136,12 
II. o @co¢ G90 fam.13 28 472 #565 700 wtint.” lat vg 
“thy Pg va geo ] Geog / om, NARKLMSUVXYPanzey  fem.l 
22 33 187 #349 482 517 892 1278 1342 lat(2) ve mE ae 
€oTtvy D a} + adoe | | 


III. ¢otty €o) Geog] Geog eotiy W 


LUKE 


ix, i372 

kad o tapeSocav [avtw] ot am apync avTontat Kat vrnpeTtas yevoue— 
¥ot TOV AOYoU 
I. HE, 192,24 

Vss, 23 (Allusion): dE.T. 62.20 (this vassezge has an inter- 
esting substitution of eutnKowy {genitive due to syntex} for 
vinpetat). 
Il. «ad a ea D] Kadwe 
III. napeSocav)} napeSweav idee i 29 229 481 544 9892 
izi9 / mapedwooy AX ¥ 153 346 471 700 1241 lec.184 

yevouevort}] yevouevov C Or, 

j Lk. 1:31-33 


(31) s8ov OVAATYT €¥Y YaOTPL Kat TEEN VLOV Kat KOACOELS TO OVoUE 
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avtov Inoovy 
(32) ovtoc €otat vewac Kat viog vitoTov KANnOnceTas_Kay Gwoes 
avtw Rep LOG © Geos Tov Gpovoy Savi6 Tov natpo¢ avTov 
(33) Kat Bacthevoes ent To¥ otKxoy tanwB crc (Tov atwya) Kat THC 
BactAXetac avtov ove cotat TeAoc 
I. ©.B, 32.18 (Tove atwvac for tov atara) 

Vs.. 33 (BactrAcvoecs ... teAog): GE.T. 174.32 ( om. ent Tov 
oOtKov IaxwB; Tove atwrac for tov aterva) 

Ys. 33 (etc tov ... Tehoc): C.1. 33.6 (Tove atwvac for 
Toy atwva; py coco8at forove eotat), &:.T. 175.4 (Tove atevac 
for tovaiwra; un coeo8ar for ov cotat) 

The wy ecoecbat in C.M. 33.6 and 4E,T. 175.4 has no clain 
to be accepted, since in both instances it is adopted to parallel 
an infinitive phrase which summarizes the first part of verse 33. 

The reading Tov atwva is adopted from Dem, 326.26. Wot 
only are the @1d Latin and Vulgate consistent witnesses to the 
text of Eusebius, but they support the only other significant 
Variant in this quotation (see Apparatus Tle. bo 
IIs (31) (@em - ¥8.30) 372 lat we sy cop geo Cyp.]} 
+ mat 

(32) 6avs5 } 66815 

Den, 

(33) ? tov atwva (us. a 56 58 61 700 lat vg 

Tren] tove atwvac Gus. 
III. (31) ovddnyy } ovaArnuyn «= NABC(D)LWeg = / ovAAnves 
131 69 346 543 33 59 482 565 1241 
(32) evtoc] ovtwo 13 / avtog WX lec. 349 
© Beoc] om, 1424 255 lec.44 VE Tren, 
(33) ent Jesg 157 lat({some) vg 
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| Lk.1335 
MVEUUR GYLOv evehevdETaL ent Ce Kat BvYauLG V¥LOTOV emLOKLACEL 
oot | | 
i. Eel. 180,16 
‘Til. ems oe] emt cot 9 lat(pler) vg ren. yp, 


Lk. Li52-55 
(52) nadctrev svvactac ano Spovewy Kat vViwoey Tanetvove ano nc 
(5%) metvertoc evemnocy eyabwy 
I. H.E. 865.10 
II. ano yn¢) om.) 


KUPLY LOU hi : 
I. HB, 44,18 | : 
ii. RUpLY LOW’ fan. 13 22 235 wait 239 242 258 892 et.al. J 


(Dem. | 
gvpny Lov (us. bh Kvpivov BW 0177 / Kvpetvov B* 


KNPVVLOV | 


fii Lk: 3t1 
(itovpsa 7 Kot Apaxur Wt Le Y¥wpa) (ne etetpayet prrurnoc) 
I. On. 110,27, 166, i 
The sedena of these references repeats the allusions above 
with the wa KaTa Tov ¢evayyeAtoTHY AovKay 
TII. (i tovpsa)] iovdarac We 1047 / yaNtdkarac 124 
{toayeritic)] TtetpaywvttrSoc¢ x fam .13 485 1093 1574 


1689 lec. 48 
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Ik. 322 
€m4 QPYLEp@wS aYva Kat Kataga 
I. HVE, 72, 26 : 

The sentence in which the sbove appears has an elaborate 
introduction, which suggests that the New Testament was open and 
consulted for the citation. The support of Dem, for the first 
Variant is ager alagg Apperetus IT, 

Ti, ene (Lus, HIKLMSUVON fam.l 22 28 69 124 
33 157 472 482 565 700 992 vk, }] en 

apyiepewc ABCOLPGHKLUNWG fam.1 22 28 1657 dad! 
lat({some) aeth ] apytepewy 





Sa 
III, natapa] xaton CD 990 ist(few) ve(some) cop 


Lk, 3:20 
KATEKACLOE TOY twavyny ev gVAGK 
i, HVE, 248.9 
Il. ¢v &BDKLMN 0124 fem.i1 2145 et.al. 't ] + 7 
Til. wwavvnv) wavnv BD 579 


Lk. 3i23 
GPXOUEVOR we €b ETwY TOHLAKOVTG 
oe 8,8, 72.82 
‘II. apyouevoc we €t ttwy Totaxovta NXBLW 0124 fam.i 33 230 
$43 788 eee lat ve Jj) woe. eto . TOLaKOYTa | apyoueBoc 
{ aPyoucuoc ctvat wc etwv Totaxovta fam.i3(exc. 230) 543 788 
1689 
III. woes} we D fam.13 472 990 1012 
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Lik, 4:18 
NVEVEG KVPLOV €T €me ov eqvEeKeY eyploeY pe evoyyeAs Ca0dal: 
MTWXOLG GNEOTGAKEeV we KYPvEaL atyMaAwToLc apecty Kat TYUMAOLS 
avaBAehuv ) 
I. HVE, 4.12 
(anpviat ... ageotvy): Ecol. 180,28 
The H.E. citation is introduced as Christ's quotation of 
Isaish 61:1. ‘Support for individual readings from Dem, is 
shown in Auperntas 11. 
II. csvenev (Kus, } All uneials. fam.i fam.13 33 167 
700 alin) evexey 
evayyeAtoactat All unclals fam.13 22 28 472 482 
543 124) j <verychsleotas 9 
we (Eus, ) RXBDLW fam.13 33 230 700 et.al. lat 


a sa bo 
sy cop Or. ] + tacacGat Tov ovytTetpimmevovuc Thy KapdStav 


III. QNEOTGAK EY ue} oneotgAuat BD 


Lk, 4320, 21 
ntvéac To BiBrtoy [enor] ... onuepoy nenAnpwetat H YPagH avTH 
I. Eel. 229.11 


Lx, 731i 
Vaetv 
I. On, 140.3 
At On. 94,23, there is a reference to Endor (Josh, 17:11), 
to which is appended this comment: cott Se mAnctov vaty 
bbest manuscript, vatd ), ev n © yPLOTOE Toy vio THC xNPAS 
NYCLPEV. The reference above (On.140.3) is specifically to 
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21 
the Gospel and is to be preferred. It also describes vactv 
as the xwun ev 7 Tov viov THC ee VeKouwv TryeLpe 
Il. vacsy EGY fam.iz 472 et.al. Jvaww / voewm fam. 1 
g72 1604 2193 6 veg / vev: 69 / vanr 28 


Lk, 1071 

[nat avOsic avadcinyvotr] etepove eBSounKkovta ove kat avTove 
‘aneote key ava Sv0 Sv0 mpo MpOCwNOY aVTOV ete TaYTa ToTOV Ket 
TOALY OV NKEAACY avTOC cpyeoBat 
I, EB, 76,5 
II. ovc]) om, 

Kat GQVTOVE anmeoTEetkey] Kat ibd avTovc 

Sve vo BEY fams 482 et.al. a Plu. } &vo 


mavta Tomovy Kat rokww D124. lst sy ) nacav 7oALV 
kaL Toor ou 
nuchXey NASBCEGHMUVY O181 fam.i3 22 157 472 1424 et.al. j 
eucdrXy cy 
12 , 
III.  cfSounxovta] + Svo BDMR 0191 1 42 #1604 lat ve 
cs 83 
sy cop 


avtove} om, B 0181 579 #700 713 © 
avtov] eavtoy fami 475 872 2193 


Se ame me 





12. Apparatus III callie attention to a problem involved in de~ 

fining the “Gsesarean" text in terms of the divergence of mem~ 

bers of the group from the Received Text. Does this mean © 
in the above cases that the “Caesarean* text had cBSounnovta 
6vo because it is found in manuscript 1 of the New Testament or 
cavtov foravtov because fam.l1 has this reading? And of the 
Variants from epyeo8at , is the “Caesarean” reading Ssepxeetat 
 (fam,13), evoepyecOar © fam.1 70088), ormopevobat (700 and 
472, a manuscript that contains many ancient readings)? 
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cs Ba bo 
ce @vtoc¢) om, D lat sy sop 
epyeoGar] Siepyeo@at fam. 13 47 56 58 161 174 485 
m 
692 1194 / crcepyeoQot aA fam.1 700 713 892 1071 


lat(most) / nopevodat 472 700 


Ik, 12:42 
TiC GPG E€OTGL O TLOTUC Kab PPOVELOC OLKOVOUOC 
ks) PBS 676, a.2 
While this quotation is followed by Mt. 26:21, it appears 
to be from the Third Gospel (cf. Nt, 24:45) 
Til. cota. AKI] 265 477 482 1215 1223 ] cottv 
WLOTOG KAL MPOYLUOG OLKOVOHOG] TLOTOG OLKOVONOG Kat OpOVEUOS 


red 
III. gpoviuocg § + nat ayaGoc (DB) lat sy 


Lk, 12:49 
mvp NABoY Borciv ert THY YoV Kat TL Gerw ct Hon avngdy 
I, Eel. 82,20 
‘Il. ene thv yn 1 eS fam.1 fam.13 33 157 4682 
700 1424 et.al. cop Bas. Or. Cyp. Jess thy yr 


Lk.13716 
fens tHe Bvyatpoc abpaau] ny cSnoev o catavacg Sexa Kat onto 
eTEGty 
I. Eel. 210.3 
po 
II. oatavag lat vg cop Ir, Hil. Tert. ] + t5ov 


Sena Kat OKTw eTeoty] SeKa Kal OKTw €TH 
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Lk, 13234=35 

(34) wooantc S¢e\noa entovvayayety Ta Tex¥va CoV oY THOTOY OpVEC 
entovvates Ta vocota avTng vno Tac Mheovyac Kat ove NOcAnoaTe 
(35) «Sov apretas uty © OLKOC VUwY epTLOS 
i, Eel, 136.3 
II. (34) entovvayayetvy 28 71 91 248 544 579 692 892 
1047 1194 1626 } emtovratat 
| ensovvetet} on, 

t™ vooota avtnc p (13) (247) ] tv eavTng voootay / 
Ta eavtTng vooota akwll fem.1 66 71 213 300 470 472 481 
482 646 1241 1582 
III. (34) opyvic] opvesc fam.13 / opyve— ADW 

ntepvyac] + avtn¢ 213 472 lee.48 lat(most) vg(some) 


es pesh sa 
sy cop aeth geo 


Lk 19:42~-44 
(42) cu eyvwg Kat ye Ow ev TH Nuepa TavtTy Ta TPOg EtpNnYHY COV 
vey Se expvin aro of8cAuwy cov 
(43) ott nhovowy nucpat emt Ce Kat TEPLBGhovVEeLY COL Ob ex8por 
Cov YaPaKG Kal NeEpiKUKAWOOVOLY GE Kat OvvVEtOVOLY o¢ TavTOBEY 
(44) nat cSapiovotvy ce kab Ta TeKva Gov 
I. H.B, 212,14 
1I.(42) nas ye ov cv TH Nucpa TavtTn) Kat ov Kab ye ev TH NUEpa 
oov tavTn / Kab ye cv TH Nuepa CoV May ff ev TH nucpa 
Tavtn wat ov XBL 579 892 1012 1241 Or. / «at ov ev TH 
“quepa tavtn DO "157 
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mucpa XA BCDL® faml 33 124 157 472 wai lat 
(some) cop arm Or, ] # cov 

(43) cot Ob €x8pot Gov yopaka] ot ey8pot cov ynoaka = 6) 
SH4OoV OSes % cides 

(44) cov (1) D 124 Or, ] + ev cor 
TlI. (42) etpyynv cov] erpnynv RBLOY 259 1012 Or, / cipnynv 
ool p 13 61 69 106 157 230 543 788 826 983 lat{most) 


ve 
(43) ens celom dD a pat f emt cow 28 
neptBaroveiv} Bakovory p / nopeuBodovory XC*LOY 33 
245 i071 «1241 
oe (2) ] om. XL St 1241 
cuvetovoty] cvvefovoivy Ki fam.i3 61 230 482 489 
$34 1216 1279 
Kat Ovvegovoity oe Jom. W lat(some) / kat ovvefovory 
x* 6O 474 689 
Got] om, D lat(most) 
KGL TEPtKUKAWOOVOLY ... yapaKka cot] om, 954 oo ; Or, 
NEPLKVKAWOOVOLY] TEpLKVKAWOLY =D 


ce (3)] om a*® 659 a 


Lk, 20:34 
Ob ViOL TOV GLMYOS TODTOV YOHOVOLY Kat YatoKovTat 
I, G@&,T, 147,35 
Tischendorf mistakenly cites this for Marcellus 
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De catia mwits NBL. 33 157 omnear Clem, Or. ] exyautcnor— 
tas / exyoursfCovtas aAxmpuwdOil 047 fam, 3 / youtCovTas 026 — 
fam.1 230 251 826 1071 1093 1609 2193 / yauovvTat Dp 
III. O8 Vioe Tov aLrwvoc TovTov ] o& TOV atwyoc TovTov viov 6 
YaLOVOLY Kab yautonovtat) yevvevTaL Kat yev¥woty Dp lat 


a. 88 
sy Or. 


Lk, 21:20 

otov Se s.8nte Keverovucrny uno oTpatonesSav THY LepovoaAny ToTE 
yVwTe OTL HYYIKEY TH COTNUWOLSG avTNS 
I, HE, 212.23 

Schwartz adopted the Textus Receptus readings for this quo- 
tation in E.f, Readings upon which the H.E, manuscripts dig- 
agree are indiceted in Apparatus III by pleecing the .E, manu- 
Scripts in brackets beside the reading to which they bear witness, 
The evidence favors the TR forms since these are supported by 
the best manuscripts belonging to both families of H.E, manu- 
seripts. The variant yivwonere is found in Dem, 390,19 but this 
passage in Dem. is « hopelessly conflate citation and the read= 
ing probably comes from ii 24226. : 
III. ? 6€ ¢AT BS } om, cf BRDOM £3 fam.13 157 1279 cop geo 

vmo OTpatondbwy THY LepovoaAn) lepovcaknu vro oTpatuTneduy 
B 106 145 579 983 1675 1689 





eee aE cere 


1%. Note again the division of "Caesarean" witnesses, this time 
in Apparatus II. "Caesarean" witnesses heve two non-Byzantine 
readings, neither of which agrees with Eusebius’ form (wquig- 
govrgs i @ fem13 hove exyourtovras while fan.1 230° tor 
fam.i3) 82 (of fam.13) have youtCovtTat. 
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? tv ,ATERDW, J om, cBy NBDRW 31 lee, 349 
? tote cATERDN, J] om. -By “ 
? yvot¢ ~ATERB,; J] yvwocoQe BD 213 229 716 1093 1675 
/ y bvwoKeTe D(H); ma th) RW fam.1 lee. 349 
nyyiney] nyytcey A faml 38 1071 Or. 


: Lk, 21:23-24 
(23) eotar Yop avayRy pEyOAT eTt THC YHC Kab OPYH Tw haw ToVTw 
(24) Kat neocovvtat ev cTrouaTt wayatpac Kat atyuaket bio Onoovtas 
€4¢ TNayvTe Ta €Gvyn Kat Lepovoarn Cotas TaTovucryyn vro cBvayv ayorc 
OV TANPwHwWOLY Katpor cOvar 
I. H,B, 212,19 
- Lege's manuscript of the lucen apparatus misquotes this 
passage es reading aypt in verse 24 
II. (23) te Xow RNABCDKLENANY O80 famw.1 fam.i3 21 33 157 
213 262 482 543 692 788 821 1241 1582 1689 ] ev tw Aow 
14 sc sa bo 
(24) ev ctowats DNR O80 472 et.al. let sy cop j 
OToOUaT EL 
aypt¢ GDR 27 69 71 157 #245 475 692 713 892 1012 
1194 1241 J axps , 
ov RXBCDLNRG fam.i3 33 157 et.al. ] om. / ovv 13 
543 826 828 1047 
III. (23) ‘yap ] + tote fem.1 22 247 287 545 659 660 697 
713 1391 1402 geo { * €¥ enetvatc Tatc Nuepaig =F 
ems THO ¥nC] om, ety 
Tovte) om, L¥ 892 1281 
(24) navta ta o8vn ] ta o8vn navta XBLR Y 124 579 892 
1071 a cop 
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(24) mAnpwlwoiv)] + nat eoovtas B 892 1241 cop 
Katpot cOvwy}) om, D a 


ik, 24:13 
Eypaovg (oGev wp] wkrewnac [o ev Tw kata AovKaY cvayyeAtw) 
I. On, 90,15 
II. wAcwneq lat] on, 


J OHN 


dn. Lil-5 
(1) ¢v apyn nY o AoYyoe Kab O AGYOC NY TPOC Toy Geov Kat Geog HY 
0 hovoc 
({2) ovtoc ny ev apyn mpo¢ Tov Beor) 
(3) mavta 6&4 avtov eyeveto Kat yepic avtov evyeveto ovSe cv. 0 
yeyovey 
(4) ev avtw Cwn ny cat 4 Cov ny TO gwso Tay avPpuwnw 
{5) wat To @wc ev TH GKOTLG OaLver 
qT. Ves. 1-4: P.E. 321.4.17, 540.4,7 
) Ves. 1,3 (om. Vs.2; om. onyeyovey ): GE.T, 122,17, H.E, 12.6, 
fri, 231.20 (o yeyove added by later hand) 
: Ves, 4 (on. Vs.2), 3 (movta ... evyeveto }3 GZ,T, 134.18, 
Ecol. 99,24 | 
Va. 1 (Total): d&.%. 110.21, 114.8, 114.23, 117.21, 
Eel, 45.27 
Vs. 1 (ev apyn nyo Aoyoo ): a&.T. 89.29, 4113.38, 113.26, 
115.31, and elsewhere 
Vs. 1 (war © hoy .e. TOY Ocov J: GE.T. 113.28, 115.5,51; 


and elsewhere 
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Vs. 1 (eat Geog ... Aovyor ): dE.?. 80.32, 111,19, 112.9, 
114.28, and elsewhere 

Vs. 3 (om. oryeyovey )3 G.M, 57,21, dE.T. 67.12, 100.23, 
105.31, 116.24, 117.22, 134.11, 161.25, 164.5, 164,21, and, 
in part, elsewnere. (The occasional reading navta.yao is not 
to be regarded as a variant. It serves to tie the quoted mater- 
ial to Eusebius' own comments.) 

Vs.4: Eel. 100,13 

Vs. 35 (o yeyovey .... gasves)? G&.T. 117.23 

This quotation presents two problems. 

fhe first of these has to do with the fact that Eusebius 
quotes verses 1 and 3 with the omission of verse 2 six times, 
an four different works. At H.E. 12.6, he introduces the pas= 
sage without verse 2 in these very formal words: ott 6n kata 
Tac Tept avTov votixac Tay ypa@wy Geodkoytac. It is almost in- 
possible to believe that Eusebius’ New Testament did not contain 
the second verse. Yet, it appears only in two quotations in 
P.E., suggesting the possibility that in both those places it 
Might heve been added by the same scribe. It is interesting to 
note thet Marcellus also quotes this passage with the omission 
(a@.f. 215.10). It is hard to see how the verse could be doc- 
trinally objectionable to both of these men at the same time in 
view of their ardent theological differences. Moreover, it says 
nothing which has not already been presented in the first verse, 
so thet its omission cannot be due to doctrinal difficulties. 
Perhaps Eusebius regularly omitted it as an expendable tauto- 
logy. The wehaenee is such, however, that the possibility must 
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be entertained that the words were not present in Zusebiue’ and 
Marcellus* (7) New Testaments, 

Of somewhet more importance is the matter of punctuation 
between verses 3 and 4. The editor of P.E. punctuated these 
verses in the manner of the T,R/% Kat ywptc avtov evyeveto ovbe 
¢v o yeyorev. This is certyinly incorrect, Of course, Zusebius' 
New Testasent was probably unpunctuated (except for spaces which 
may have marked the end of passages); but Eusebius read a mental 
period after ovée cv. This is shown most clearly from the fol 
lowing quotation found in dE.T, 117.22: ... to nmavta & avtov 

CYEVETO KGL YOPLC avTov cycveto ovbe ev Kat €TL TOVTOLG TpPOO-— 
@€tCa TO oO yeyovev cv avtw Cwn ny. In twelve other places, Eu- 


sebius quotes the third verse without the words 9 yeyovey. One 


of these instances affords an instructive example of the activity 
of later seribes in altering the text of a Pather; fri. 321.20 


was “corrected” by a later hand to read ovSe ev o yeyove for 
the original ovSe ev} and the modern editor accepted the emen- 
Gation! The )(72,; manuscript support for this reading is that of 
von Soden; Hort regardéd Das a witness to another and more uni- 
que peice” In any case, the witness of the unciels is vir- 
tually absent for thie reading, It has nothing to say about 
Eusebius’ text of Jh. 
Ti, (2) 7 om, Va. 

(3) ovSe ev. o Alt)C*DLW lec. 349 lat. Or. ] ovBe ev, o 
TIX. (1) wnarv(2)} +0 LW lee. 349 

(3) ovSe ev) ovéev xep 1 1582 2193 Or, 


IZ>Westeott and Hort, "Appendix," p. 74 
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(4) nv(1) J] eotivy = ND lat OP ae / om. lec. 349 


tev avGpwnov)] om. Bt 


dn. 1:8 
(8) ove n¥Y exetvoc To mwe GAA tVa POPTVETHON TepL TOV OwTOG 
I. 4h. T, 81.6 


dn. 1:39 
HY TO wo TO OANGLVOV o Mwriles TavTa avOpwrov cepyoncvoy ¢4c 
Toy Koopoy 
I. Eel, 100.11, 139.14 (om. nv) 
(o gwotsfers .... woouov): ade. 7.81.7 (om. nV’ to gwe To okn~ 
@svoy although cited along with dn. 1:8) 

Another form of the verse is given in d&.T. (five occurences) 
and Eel, (once). It reads nv To owe To gwttlov at the beginning 
of the verse; the remainder of the verse has no variants in Euse~ 
bilan quotations. This alternete form is found in d&,.?. 81.29, 
89,21, 101.3, 116.13, 134.20, and Bel. 134.5 (qw¢ + cotiv To 
@AnOsvov). There is a similar reading at 48.7. 82.4 ( gwrilov 
TavTa avOpwrov epyoucvov @&¢ TOV Koonov) and also one at dz.f, 
111,19 (qwe HY To owrtlov mavta avOpanov). These readings which 
substitute a participle for gwrife, are apparently memoriter,. 


Jn.1:10-11 
(10) €v Tm KOOUW NY Kab O KOOHOC &.° avtov eyeveTo Kat o Koo~ 
noc GQvTOV OVUK CYVH 


(11) esc ta t8t0 ndoev Kat Ob t&tos avtov ov TapeAaBor 
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I. Ves. 10-1) (fotel): 4&.T. $1.7 

Vs. 10 (Total): de&.T. 184.21 

Vs. 10 (ev TW ... EYEVETO ): @8.%. 92.13, 10h.4, 122.21 
(ev tw noouw nv)? a&.T. 82.3,4 
(o Koonoc St" cvtov evyeveto ): di.T. 81.15, 101.5 
(Kat © KocUoG ove eyyw ): GE.T. 81,.21,25 

Tizt.(10) avtov Javtov x* 


Jn.1:14 
Kat O hoyos capt eyeveTo Kab COKNnYwoeY ev NuLY Kat e8eacanega 
thy Sofavy avtov Sofay wo povoyevovc mapa taTpoG TANPNG yaptToc 
eat ardnOetac 
I. This verse appears in two forms in Eusebius. 
A. (Totel): a&.T, 82.11 (The context makes it probable 
that the New Testament was consulted for this citation.) 
(wat Oo hovyoo ... napa waTpoc)? P.E, 540.a.11 
(Kat © Aoyo> ... Nutv)? aT. 122.8 
(o Kovyo> capt evyeveto): a&.T. 82.15 
{oapt evyeveto .... tty)? dz.T. 122,26 
(eGeacaucOa thy Sotav avtov)i d&.T. 82,18 
B. (uovoyevne vioc mAnons yaptToc nat adnOctag): C.M. 7.34 
{60fav viov Geov povoyevouc): d&.T. 82:20 
fhe B reading omits napa matpog and substitutes vioc. The 
reading is probably an assimilation to dn.i:18 , 
The A eading is the correct reading - 
III. wAnon¢ J mAnopn D 1321 Chr. 
kat (4) ] om, B 
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dn. 1:15-16 

(15) stwavvnc paptvpet mept avTov Kas KEKOPaYEY ACyeY OVTOS NY O 
OMLOw MOV EPXOUEVOG Of euMpPOCBEY LOU YeyoveY OTL MpwTOS LOU NY 
(16) ot €x Tov TAnpwuatoc avTov nuctG TavTec eXaBouer 
I, @£,%, 82.35 

(eprocGevy pov yeyovey): dE. FT, 33.12,14 

(oTk mMpwtog wow ny): dE.T. 83.14 
Ii. (15) nv (1) X* } ov estoy / + ov eimov Bury DY 213 
lee, 349 / + 0 ¢€iTeV x Be 

0G NW lec. 349 lec.1s4 @] om. os 

(16) oft RBC*DLK 33 Ilat(some) cop arm aeth or, 
Hip.. Epiph) set / om, lat{some) 
III. (15) Acywy] om, N*D b 

(16) navtec] + fCanv W 


dn. 1:17 

© vouos Sta pwoewo e500y n xapsc Kat (..) arnOeta Sta inoov 
YPLotov evyeveto 
I. (0 vowoc Sta pwoews €506n ovtwo Kat nH yaptc 54a tnoov ypLtoTov): 
ah,T. 116.7 

(n Yao yapec nat ornOeta Sta sNoov yptotov): aB.T, 163.24 
Fukl allnsiont C.K. 3.14 

These references are probably memoriter. 
II, ? nas] + 4 
III. uwoews]) pwvoews 

n})+ S€ W lec. 349 lat 


XpLotov } om, N* 
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on, 1:18 


Gcov ovdeic CwlaKevy mwnote o wovovyernc viog Oo wy €tG TOV KOATOV 
Tov NaTpog exetvoc cinynoato 
I. This verse enphene in three forms 
Ae (Total); di.T. 134,23 
(o povoyerng viog o wy ... efnynoato): 48.7, 83.21 
(Allusions which support © vovoyernc vioc):C,.l. 20,10, 
@8.7T. 83.23, 111.20 : 
Bs (Total, add  wovorverng Beoc after vioc): dh.T, 68.3 
€. (o S€ vicc povoyerng Seog o wv cLe TOV KOATOV Tov TaTPOG): 
a.T, 164.7 
(Allusion in support of vio¢g povoyévnc Geec) : a&.T, 64,4 
fhe interesting reading here is the variation between viog 
and @co¢ in Eusebius’ quotations of this verse. An examination 
of Apparatus I will make it clear that Eusebius’ New Testament 
read povoyerne viocg , but that he knew and regarded as a worthy 
reading povoyevne Geog. Notice that the third group of cita= 
tions (GC) is a combination of the two readings. It is possible 
that Eusebius’ respect for the @eo¢ reading is due to the fact 
that he knew it to be in Origen's New Testament. Hort remarks 
thet “there is no evidence that the reading had any controver- 
sisl interest in ancient times,* i. 
III. nwnote] + es pn OW 
o (1) ] om RN*BC*L Or. 
vioc] See RBCL 33 Or, 





15, Westcott and Hort, "Appendix," p, 174 
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ow) om A* a 


, dn, 1228 
Bn8acbapa Lonov nv Iwavync Bantilav mepavy tov topdavev] 
I, On, 68,16 
II. BnGacPepa} ByOaBcpa x ¢ UnY oy 083 fam, 1 22" 33 
265 477 826 983 1093 1207 1219 1346 1354 1675 Oy, / 
BnOcBapa fam. 13 1093 / 6nOnvea All others 


dn, Lizo 
s6¢ o auvosg Tov Bcov o atpayv (THY auaptiay) Tov KoopLoODV 
1. ri. 248.6, Eel, 221.11 (om. o before apvoc, om. o 
before atper) 


Dem, 
III. ? Thy quaptiay] tag apaptiac (L£us. ) wW 


dn, 2211 
TavTny apyny crotnoey (tay mapadolev) o stnoove 
i. 4H.E. 248,12 
The napedofwy is a very doubtful reading. It has no sup- 
port outside Gf Eusebius. If this means that the quotation is 
menoriter, then the other variants are elso uncertain, 
Il. apynv etosinoey 1241 q] enmoinoe Thy apyny 
tavtny ABLNO@ 080 fem.1 33 1071 et.al. arm or, 
Chr, } + thv 
? twy napadsotwy] Tav onud tov 
, Jn, 2:20 
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evyeperc avTor 


he Eel. 155.5 
II. wrodoundn] orxoSoun8y RB O83 33 124 


dn. 336 
To yeyevynpevoy cx THC capKOc capt coTLvY Kak TO yevevYNEVOY eK 
TOV TVEVMGTOG TYEvUG COTLY 
1. 48.7. 72.9, 117.5 
(To yeyevynuevoy ex THC GapKoc capt): az rT, 151,15 


dn. 3513 
pnSerc adkAoc avabeBnxey etc Toy ovpavoy ¢t un oO €x TOV OVvpaYOV 
KataBac Oo vioc Tov av8pwrov 
I. Eel. 82.14 
II. pnSeic] kat ovéerq / Kat coTiv ovdetc o¢ y 
aAkoc] on, 


dn, 3:14 
WOTIECH PWONS V¥wCE TOV OLY EV TH CEPT GVTwWC vV¥wOnVat Set Tov 


‘Viov Tov avGpwnov 


I. Eel. 24.19 
II. wonep] xcadec 
Til. pwonc] ywvonc 

vyeOnvas Ser] Set viwdrvat w 


dn. 3216 
OVTwS yap Nyamnoc¥Y o BeOS TOY KOCHOY GOTE TOV VLOV aYTOV Tov 


povoyern eSenev iva Tac o ntoTevey €t¢ avTov (un anoAnTat adr) 
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exn Caonv atovrov 


I. (Total, except om, aA exn Conv atwvtov); az.7, 84.5 
(Total, but om, MN amoAnTat oAA): ag tT, 68.6, 71.33 
: Note :0AA does not actually appear in any quotation. It is 
‘supplied because it is necessary, if Eusebius text contsined 
pn anokntar. 

The omission of Un aroAkntat oAX is doubtful. But the 
fact that Eusebius so quotes the verse twice and has egreement 
from a warrants its inclusion as a possible reading, It 1s 

more probeble, however, that Busebius chose to emphasize in one 
‘eonnection twa... exn Conv atwviovy and in another tvo pH 
anoAntat. The variant is not taken into account in analyzing 
the text, | 
Ii. ? avtov (fus. 2:1) ay. ] + wy anmoAntas arr 

III. avtov] om, X* BY lee. 349 

povoyevn] uwovovyeyyny fam.13 

edwtev] om, x 

cSonev] + ercitov noopoy 33 1010 1071 lat(eome) 

mac oj] moc @ 


dn, 3:17 

ev Yap omeoTethkev o Geoc TOV VOY CLC TOV KOGUOY Lva KPLYN TOV 
‘KOOUOY 

T, @&,?, 84,7 , 

‘Tl. viov RBLW fam.1 22 565 Cyr.) + avtov 

Ili. KOcWOV) + ovy fam.13 


e 3 


> | Bh . 
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dn, 3318 
o &€ pH TLoTevwy non KeKpITaL OTL OV TETTLOTEUKEY CLG TO OVOLG 
TOV LOVOYEYOUVG viov Tov Beov 
i. 46.7, 84.0 
II. ov] pH 
III. 6¢€] om, XBW lec. 349 Or. 


dn. 3:19 
OTt TO Pwo EANAVEEV E€iG TOY KOCHOY Kat NyaTnoav o4 avOpwrot 
USAMOV TO CKOTOS N TO gues 
I. @8.%. 85,2 
Ill .1yannoay o8 avOowrot)] ot avGpwnoyw nyannoavy & 
Ob av¥Gpwrot uehkAov] wodkAov o1 avGpwrot fam .2 22 185 213 
565 1582 


uckAov To GKOTOG] To oKOTOS pokAov X& 245 


dn. 3:23 
BantilCovtec ¢v atyuy eyyvg TOV oGhetp 
I. HVE. 248.14 
(asvev evyyvc Tov covet) ? On, 40.1 
III. oakew) cokmu 700 472 f/ corltp W 
tov] om, 482 


dn. 3:24 
| ovmw ‘yap ny twavvnc BeBAquevoc €4¢ gvAGKHY 
I. HE, 248.15 
Il. ftwavync R*B 280 482] o twavync 
wwavync BeBrnuevoc cic QvAaKny] BeBAnuevoc etc TnHY OVvAGKHY 
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© bwovvnc © 


| ; Seer 
ewg M@ fam.i 22°* 71 #235 482 1321 1355 & ) 4th 


| dn, 3:31-32 
(31) 0 avadev cpyoucvocg enayw novtwy cotivy .... (kat]Jooex tov 
ovpavov epxoue voc 
(32) © ewpaKev Kat nrovoey vaptupes 
I, (Total): adh.T. 85.4 The cq, wnites parsllel quotations 
and is not a part of the text. 


(Allusions): 4£.T. 85.6,9 


Il. (31) epyouevoc xp fami 22 565 lat a arm Or, ) + 
enevafray Tay €oTt 
(32) epyouevoc Vc.31) RBDOL¥ 1 22 33 213 665 1010 
2193 lat sie ab” arm Or. Gyr. Tert. Hil. J] + wa 
Neovoey RD 565 700 fam.i 22 28 lat sy cop arm 
aeth Or. Hil.] + tovto / + exetvo 69 
III. (32) o] oy & 


dn 3235—36 

(35) natnp ayaa Toy viovy Kat navta SeSmnev cv TH YELOL avTov 
(36) © mLoTevavy €46¢ Toy viovy cyes Cony atwrtov 
I, (Total): di.T. 85.13 

Ve. 35: 4&,%, 73.15 {(oskes for ayana) 

Vs. 35 (Allusion): d&,.T, 85.15 

Ve, 36: GE,T, 72.3 
Ill. (35) SeSwxev] cSwxey 7 945 


(36) avtov] + twa sD 
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<eyet} exn pd 


twnv ateviov] thy Conv THY atwytovy 28 


dn, 4:14 
vSaTtoc twvtoc akAoucvov cic Cwnv atwvtov 


Hr gel, 196.3 
Il. vSatoc twvtoc add\ouevov fam.13 ] véatocg a\Aouevov 


Jn, 4:24 

tyevua © GeoC Kak TOVE TPOOKYYOVYTAG avVTOV CY TYEVUATL Kat ohne 
Gera Seu mpocKvvety 
I. (Total): C.Mé. 6,12; 48,T, 99,23, 163.7 

(nvevua o Geoc): C.u, 35.26, aE.T. 72,11 
III. © 8e0¢] o¢ W 

avtov} op, XD ff 

was crdnOeta] odrnOcracg & 


Se. mpockvvety] mpooxuvery Se RFD ar 


dn, 5:2 
Bytada (KokvubnSpa cy tepovosAnp NTb¢ €OT wy) yn nmpoBatsny 
i, tn, 63,21 
The variant npoBeatsxn 18 an interesting example of a pafris- 
tic divergence brought to light by e rather free allusion, 
i, ° Bntada] BnOcc’ba / PnOlaoba A 713 lec. 349 





16, Von Soden cites Eusebius’ Bnlade in support of eli -aia 
endings, but the first syllable puts this agreement in doubt, 
He regards y npofatixn a8 the Old Latin reading. 
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DA kee 


HG 240 
BnOcatéa BW Woo1l25 / Pelada L / BerleOa D 
| 7 me 
H WOOBATiRy R* G1 116 §44 6 ve aeth Chr. Hier. 
~ G © 
fhaor, ] €7t TH mpoBatixn / ev tH TpoBaTenn R ADL q © 


ay dn, 5f14 
ue vyincs yeyovac unxeTs apaptave 
i... Eel, 210,10 

Ill. s6€] tov wo 253 


4 dn, S819 
(19a) auny auny heyw vusy ov SvyaTtat O VIET TOLC LY aM CcavToV 
ovicy cay un Ts BrAern Tov natepa noLtovyta 
(19p) @ yap av (exetvoc) Tot TovTG Kab © VLOG OMOLwE TIOLEEL 
I. ¥s, 19a and 19d (A)? dB.7f, 155.16 (19% v* reads¢a¥ for av ) 
Ve, 19b A. (ae in Text): a%,.7, 155.2 (reads o natno for 
€KE LVOG) 
B. (ooa PXenet TOY TNaYepa TOLOvVTa TavTa OnOLwC 
Sat © veoe To1et): H.E. 870.10, dE.f. 161.22 
C. (Ovbev Svvatat o Vlog TOLetY aM cavTOV caV BH 
Tt BAerH Tov maTepa ToLoVVTa): FP.E, 539.a.10 
Verse 19b appears in three forms (A, B, CC). Form is 
easily elimineted from serious consideration. Quotations in 
the section of the P.E. in which it is found are frequently very 
free, fhe theme is the dependence of Greek philosophy upon 
"Hebrew" lore, Eusebius adopts the literary pattern of using 
long quotations from Greek philosophers, upon which he makes 
coments which are intended to show the close inter-relation- 
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241, 
ship of the "two great philosophies.” In what he has to say 
Eusebius is very informal and, at times, his seripture quotations 
appear to be af ter-thoughte, He does not aim at accuracy and, 
therefore, does not achieve it. 

Form B may not be so lightly dismissed. It appears in two 
different works(H.E. and dE.T.). The phrase ooo BActES Tov 
Natépa notovyta is only a summary of the last clause of verse 
19%. If the point he is making lies in the words tavta opmoswc 
Kat Oo vViOG ToOLeL , then such a summary is to be expected. And 
one may suspect that the remainder of the citation is memoriter 
and free. This suspicion is increased by the fact that the H.E, 
occurence is in the sermon preached at the dedication of the 
Church at Tyre. 

Therefore, form A may be accepted as the form found in Euse- 
bius’ New Testament. But even here a question must be raised, 
At GE.T. 155.2, o watynp is substituted for exesvoq. Moreover, 
the reading o natnp finds support among witnesses that frequent- 
ly agree with Eusebius (according to von Soden, it is read by 
Ta ef sy Or.). Nevertheless, exesvog is adopted as the Euse- 
bien reading for the following reason. At dE, T. 155.2, verse 
19a has been omitted. Without 19a,exetvoc has no antecedent; 
for the sake of clarity something had to be supplied to take 
the place of exeivoc », 824 o natnp was quite naturally taken 
from the first half of the sentence. 

III. auny (2) ] om. 2X 1241 
. viog] + Tov avépwrov D fam.13 2145 


TOLELY ag cavTov] ap cavtov motety W fam.13 31 482 


eo ee 

) yes oF nated duxdw OT ‘ dezdyunektaig 

aftoltiazeup emad: Dede uid | inabes vA (hme femeo 
_ has qootpoas te uty Me wes 66 = .atriqipod 

otk ownkxioa pa 10 

et of emoyqa JIL .boedinats vdtetet £ eal ot ton ¥ 























N 


vor sored8 obo speak; off .( 7.2 a a9 wel 
carey to eenueto daal aft to yeetiage « tl50 at of 
resoHo OTT BHIOw oft mi Bort ye ctian af of tateg’ 
pnd .bedoonce ad of bt Yrommve o Mowe nod, i348 
“atinomem al sotiadio off to aobalameg ods tact 1098 ao 
«2.8 oot Jat Foe t se yt Seawotont ef aeteo reese ab 


i % spo tx %« oe all, = —e 
oat to sottaothet adf ta Hoatioasuq” nomtes - an? ate 


vbLet of tem coffevep o v¢ed neve Tal tonne 
TSvOM're 2ONIRN® TOL Hhetutivadsn af  oprter t] 
-JEdupett decd eeesondiw gacms Ttoqque abakt anta® eo: 


>. | 
.9nhOS sov of onthvoous) suldensl om 


a, 
m 
be 
re 
£4 
t 


~ORUE. § ortd tig Seg qokw. at SONI PRD ,ealemttevol 

ontav 9.081 .T oh th .nomegt pnbwekiet oct “01 pat 

: trebeors on of Rad poveons Ker swore t's sorta wre - 

sad of pellygna ad ‘Od Sad gr tod omon wtwle we 

noted Yiketitan edhng saw hy oe Ste . oe a 3 
Sonadertition 


ants ah sent 
ee fs oni * easson wor 
i aw p 


242 
lec .349 
ovSev) ovSe cv fami 22 124 565 / +t: ay eqvtow D 
cay) av RB 
BAern] Bderes fam.i3 472 492 
TOY TATEpC NoOLOvYTG] NoLovvVTa Tov natepa D 
wisi dies... to te coke aan 
ecxewvog] o natnp lat sy Te. Or. 
moim)] mores ALD fam.i3 28 31 / motnon D 
OMOLWS TOLEL] NOLES OMotwo ND 1223 Iat(most) 


dn. 5/20 
0 Yap TaTNP Ptrket Tov vViov Kat Tavta SeixvVoLY avVTw a@ OVTOS TOLES 
I. @£.T. 155.24, 28 
Ill. pidet] ayanan Dilat Or. 
Seunxvvcty] Sernvves Dd 


aj+a 0D 


Jn, 5322-23 

(22) ovde yap o natnp Kptvet ovdeva adra {(nacay THY KpLOLV) 
SeSmney Tw viw 
(23) tva mavtec Tipwoty Toy viOV Kabwo ThuwoLY Tov TaTEepa o{..) 
Tiuey Tov viov (...) Tia Tov Tmatepa néepyarta avtTov 
I. Ves, 22-23 (ovSe yap ... Tov matepa): G.T. 105.36 (hv 
amacay xptoww for neacey tov xptotv) 

Ves. 22-23 (nacavy Thy Kptoty ... Tov matepa): F.T. 106.5 
avtov for tov vbr) 

Vs. 22(nacav thy xptoiv...te viw): Eel, 15,17 


Vs. 23(0 tTruwy ... mepyovta avtoy): d&.f. 106,12 
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Eusebius has two different variants for the single Textus 
Receptus reading «pto. nacavy in verse 22, Both variants tracay 
THY KPLoLY and tHv anccav cptotv) involve the addition of the 
definite article. This is quite probably an alteration motivated 
by a desire to interpret co1oitv as the "Judgement" rather than 
merely as “judgement.” In the absence of other evidence, how- 
ever, the reading tacav thy nptow. must be provisionally accept- 
ed since it is found in dz.T. and Ecl. 

The omissions of uy and ov in verse 23 may be only a sty~ 
listi¢c alteration, also. This portion of the text appears in on 
ly one pleee, d&.T. 106.12 
II. (22) ? nacavy thv xotow] nptosy nacay 

(23) ? o (om un) J + un 

? vsov (2) om Set } + ov 


III. (22) viw) + avrov sy Ta, 


dn. 5:26 
wo yap o naTnp Canvy cyet €¥ €avTtw OovTeC Kat Tw viw edSanev Conv 
€Xeuy €V cavTw 
I. (Botal): C.8. 4.8, a&.T. 69.25 ‘wonep for wo), 36.15(worep) 
(mat Te viw eSwnev Conv exetvy ev cavtw KxoSwc o maTnp Cwny 
eyet €v cavtw): GE.T. 36,26 
Allusion: GE.?, 88,24 
II. wo (Eus. ty 1:3) R*DW lee. 349 Jvonep (Eus. 
2:2) / xwaQwo (Eus. " 2:3) 
Cony exes X 31 ] cnet twny , 
Kat Tw viw eSwnevy X ( X* €v avtw) BL 213 1010 et.el. ] 


GET. 


eSaxne kat tw viw / Kat To viw Conv eSwaev W 
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III. nmatynp} + o tw Dp 
e6wxey Canv)] Cwnv eSwxev 213 / om, Conv SN@O 080 


dn, 5:30 

ov Svvayat ¢yo an cuavtov notes ovbev nabwe anove KpLvw Kat 7 
RpLotc 4 eun Stxata eotivy oft ov CnTw TO BeAnYG TO CHOY ahAa TO 
Berna TOV TewyayToc ue 
I. (fotal): a&.T, 104,32 (movesy am cpavtov for am cuavtov 
Tovey) 

(ov Svvauat .... Kptvw): aE. 7, 108,19 

(waGwo akoves epivet): ab. 7. 161.23 

(ov ntw .... meuyavtog we): af. 7T. 105,20 
Il, am cuavtov norety (Eus, Bb 1) D lat(most) ve J] noses 
an cuavtov / an euavtov ovbey mosety lat(some) 

we (om, TatTpoc) NABDKELWH fam.i 482 1223 vicak, 
lat vg _ Ty erm aeth Or, Chr. Amb, ] + tatpoc 
III. 6vvauat cyw] Svvauet noreivw cyw RX 33 945 

ovéev] + ahaa 1071 q f het 


cat} om, X* 


dn, 5331-32 
(31) cav cyw waptvoew MepL CpavTOV 4 PAOPTVPLG UOV ODK COTLY MANONG 
(32) aAAKog €oTL¥Y Oo patTvpwY TEDL cuov | 
i, = 4B. T. 105.1 


‘III. cav] + yap 77 714 #1194 1216 


ki dn. 5:37 
Kat © Teuyac pe TaTHM aVTOC LELaPTUPNKEY TEpt ELLOV 
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I. 4@.T. 105.3 
III. avtoc} exetvog ABLW 213 lec.349 / exetvocg avtog D 
ramp} ontp 4 / om.13 1010 
ueuaptupnkev] waptvoes D lat Or, 


dn. 5339 

epevvate Tac ypagac ev atc Sonerte Cwny atwvtoy eyesv kat avTat 
€LOLY Ob LAPTVPOVORL TEDL cov 
qT. Bel, 224.2 
Il. ev ate Soxette lat Ta. Iren. Pert. ] oft vuesc Soneste 
ev avTatc 

avTat W lec.349 lat(some) Cyr. ] exetvat 
III. epevvate] coavvate AB 

Sonette Cunv atwviov eyeuy] Goxeste eyery Conv atwrioy D 


at paptvooveat] apaptayevoat p* 


dn, 5:44 

dotav Thy napa avGpwnwy Cnteste cat thy Sofay Thy mapa povov' (tov 
evoc) ov Cntreste 
I. P.5. 663.b.00 

The reading Tov ¢evoc, which is not found elsewhere, is 
“probably evidence for the agreement of Eusebius’ New Testament 
with BW a b ee» arm ont father than a genuine variant it- 
self (see Apparatus II). 
II. ty ope avOpunuy Ave 31 201 245 270 477 486 497 
660 954 1071 1093 1241 1675 Or. J napa ahAnhov 


tnteste] AauBavovtec 
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napa(2) ] + tov 
bo ? 
? Tov eine. Gcov BY a b cop arm Or, } Geow / 
z 
om, BW a Bb cop arm Or, 


III. wapa(1) J map BDK fem.l 31 69 348 Or. 


dn. 6330 

TL OVY TOLELG OV ONUELOV L¥a sSoucy Kat LOT evoOwUEY 
I, 48.2, 168.6 
III. ovyJom, N31 71 213 713 1188 1194 1424 

HOLELG OV ONUctov] ov noLELS onuetov DBD ENO O80 185 lat 
/ TOKELG OnucLoy ov B / cv onpetov notetc 1424 / nToLretc 
onucioy W fam .13 16 71 %245 348 472 4477 #945 1194 1207 
1216 1241 1279 1346 15796 1588 


dn. 6331 

Ob TaTepes uw TO paVYa cOayor ev TH cCONUH KabwC coTLY yeypaU- 
BEVOY apToOY cK Tov ovpavov ebwKey aVvVToLG gayety 
I. dz,.fT, 168.3 
Ill. To pavva egayov] egayor To pavva NOLS O80 fam.13 35 
213 477 #482 544 1223 1241 1574 

€OTev yeyvyouuucvoy gd ] yeypoupevov cottv D 713 lat / 
yeypantas famk fam.1565 1582 

isle io: Se8axnev ve 69 124 230 346 543 788 826 
828 lec, 349 





1%. In spite of the absence of manuscript 13, §eSwney must be 
regarded as the fam.13 reading. 
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24:7 
Jn. 6232 

any any Acyw vuty ov uwonc SeSwnevy vurvy Tov aptov ex Tov ovpa~ 
vov GAA © TaTNP OU SiSwoLvy vutY Tov apTor Tov aknStvoy ex Tov 
ovpavov 
I, @4£.T. 168.10 
II. Tov oAnOtvov cx Tov ovpavov ”) €K TOV ovpavYoV Toy avknOivoyv 
III. pwonc) pevenc 

SeSwxev)] cSwxev BDLW 472 482 1223 1579 lee, 349 

cx Tov ovpavov (1) Jom, 69 472 / + Tov adn@ivovfan,13 

QA} ahka Dp 


GAA ... €K TOV OVPavov] om, fam. 13 


Jn. 6:35 
eyo €tus O aptoc THE Canc 


I. @8.T. 168.12 


dn, 6:38 

OTt KkoTapeBnka ex Tov ovpavov ovy t¥a TOLNOwW TO BEeAnGa TO cov 
@Aa To GeAnua Tov nmewhaytoc uc 
I, 4@B,T. 104,29, 105.17 (om. ort) 

Indirect quotations: dE.T. 105.8, 27 (Both confirm rosnow) 
II. noimom  wLY 1010 1375 lee. 349 Ath, J] Tow 
Til. oft] + ov AR* iLst(some) 
ex] ano ABW® O29 fom -13 33 213 (1017) 1241 1321 
lec. W449 : 

ovy] om, X% lat(some) 


we} + natpo¢ Dp 71 472 #700 713 892 1010 1173 1689 
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dn. 6:41 
(41) evyw ¢tut © aptoc (o ex tov ovpavov cata8ac) 
Pay a£,7, 168.13 (0 katefac ex tov ovtavov) 

The reading in parentheses is adopted hesitently from Dem, 
336,6. As a Variant from the Textus Receptus, it is the more 
probable reading, 

II. (41) Ox€e Tov ovpavov KaTaBac wa 4 HTy 13 69 
124 28 157 lat vg Chr. Jo xetoBac ex Tov ovtavov | 
Ro Fes 


Jn. 6148 
(48) evyw €but o aptoc THs Canc 


ie ag.?, 86.1 


gn, 6:51 

(51) eyw eiut o aptoc o fwy o ex Tov ovpavov KatoBec ... (0 Se 
aptoc) ov ovis Swow {To owa) pov coTLY 
+ (eve Apt +-s. cataBac): d&.T. 86.11 

(o 6¢ aptog ... pov cotiv): ak... 168.14 

fhe two varients may be explained simply as due to faulty 
memory. They should be exhibited, however, 

? o S€ aptoc] nat o aptoc 6 8 8/ Kato aptoc W 28 

? to owsal] n cape 
III. (51) o €téwvj nc Conc 565 1321 1689 a 


dn. 6253-56 
(53) aunvy cuny Aeyw vuly cov pH GaYNTE THY CapKa TOV viOv Tov 


avOpenov Kas TENTE avToV TO atua ovK cyeTe Cony cy cavToLG 
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me 249 
(54) 0 Towyay ov THY cooKG Kab TEYeY POV TO atua exes Cony 
Gtweviov Kayw avactjow avToy cy TH coyaTH NuEpa 
{55) » yep capt nov arknOne eottiv Bowoicg Kat To atua pov ok Neng 
€oTiv mOGtG. | 
(56) © Tpwywy KoV THY CapKa Kat TLYWY KOU TO ata Ev CHot peVet 
Kaye €¥ avTw 
I. a@.%, 168.15 
II. (54) Koyo NBCDKLUW GI fam .1 482 665 1188 1223 
icas.oe tie Bas, Chr, Gyr, ] kat eyo ‘ 

¢y CKMSVI 029 fami3 22 28 482 700 et.al, & 
e er: or, J om, “ 

(55) odnOnc (isand 2) & BCFKLTWI fami fam .13 22 213 

477 544 565 713 1188 1223 1241 1293 1424 } arnbwe a 
/ om, & 
TIT. (53) aunv ounv} ounvy GC A 267 vr Cyr, 

oaynte}] AcBnte D a 

MLATE QVTOV TO atua}) To atua avtov minte D a 

mente] miete 029 fam.13 

twny] + atwvioy & 

twny ev cavtoic] cv cavtotc THY Cony D 

(54) wou (h@nd2) J avrov DB iat sy 

(55) yap] om. 565 700 1223 lat so 

nogic}] Totoy X# lat(some) 

Kak TO Gia ... TOOKG) om. D 


\  aahnmnmiogt 
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18. Beeause a critical text was not available to him, Tischen- 
dorf was mistekenly led to attribute the reading qq, eyw 1” 
verse 54 to Eusebius 
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Jn. 6257-58 
(57) waGwc aneotetAcy pe o Cav matnp Keyw Cw 51a Tov TatTepa Kat 
0% Tpwywy pekaneevoc fnocs bt cue 
(58) ovtoc catty o aptoc o z* TOV ovpavov KoTaBac 
I. (Total): dz.7, 66,34 
Va, 57 (All): 48.7. 86,13 
Va. 57 (nabwo ... Sta tov matepa)t. de.T. 69,24 
II. (57) noe. xBC KL Te 029 fami3 22 482 1241 fam, 
1424 Or, Chr, yr. Jincetas / {gn D b gq Amb, 
III. (57) anmcotesrcy ] aneotoAKey D fam.i13 31 245 713 1071 
1241 fam .1424 
Co} om, 029 
tpoyav] AcpBavey 2D 
(58) ovrog: ] om. a* 
€k Tov) «£ BC O29 892 1241 


KataBac] KataSatvov xe 


dn. 6:60 
OKANPOG e€oTiv oO Aoyoc Tic SvvaTat avToV aKovErlyV 
I. a&. fT. 168.23 
II. o Aoyoo 1188 1194 ] ovtoc o Aoyoc§ / © Aoyog ovTog 
 ABCDKLNOWZ EIW@ 029 O80 fam.1 33 213 201 482 544 565 
892 954 983 1054 1241 1424 1675 1689 lec, 349 


Ill. cottv} om, W 
avtTov axovety} axovety avtov fam.13 643 (lat(some) 
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dn, 6:61-63 


(61) tovto vyac cnavdcrrces 


(62) cay ovv Gewonte toy viovy Tov avdownov avaBatvorta onov ny 
TO TIPOTEPOV ; 
(63) To nvevpo cotiv to Cworotovy n capt ove woevAce ovdey Ta 
puta a €yw AcAGAnKa vuLY TYeUUa €oTLY Kat Cwn eoTLY 
I. @E,T, 167.17, 168.24 (om. cyw ) 
Vs. 61: 169,15 
The reading at di&.T. 167.17 is particularly strong, since 
At 1s followea (167.26) by Karcellus' form of the verses, Mar 
sellius’ quotation shows the following variants: 
Sewpnte } ronte 
avaBatvovta] anmtovta 
To Cwonotwr] Cworores 
ove wpeker ovbev] ovdevy woeret 
II. 463) <« rNeAoANKG rr? 029 fom1, fam 013 22 
482 565 1168 1223 1321 et.al. lat vg cop arm aeth 
Or. J Aadwo 
Iii. (61) vuac] vurv 8 
(62) ovy}] O@. R* lat 
Bewpnte] erdntres * 
onov] ov D ®@ 
(63) to (1) } om. & 
kas} om, D 
eotuy (3) J°™-X1574 b Ff arm 
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dn, 83212 
€V@ CLL TO OHS Tov KooUOY 
i. GE.T, 84.36, 94.6 
III. espe To que) guc eos A 


dn. Si17-18 
(17) Sve avOpwner 4 uapTtvpta aknOn¢e coTty 
(18) evyw €tut © popTVpwY TEpL CuaVTOV Kat Oo Teptes pe TaTHP 
MapTvpes TEPL cuoV 
I. «8.2. 98,33 
II. © Meuyac pe TaTHp wapTUpEL Tept exow ] papTUpEL TeEPt euOU 
6 Téeuva¢ pe TaTNp 


dn, 8328-29 

(28) «aBec cbt5atev we o naTnp tavTa Aakw 
(29) kat o Tepyac ue WET EMOv EOTLY OVK agGNKEV UE BOVOY OTL eYH 
TQ apeoTa avTw TObw TaYTOTE 
I. Ves, 28-29 (Total): d&.T. 87.6 

Vs, 28: @E.T. 88.12 (om. o natn) 

Vs. 29 {ott ... navrote)? G&.T. 88.13 

Ys. 29 (Allusion): a£.T. 38.26 

fhe Textus Receptus reading o ratynp pov is contradicted 
in two a@ifferent ways et 4£.T. 87.6 (om. pov ) and d&.T. 88,12 
(om, o natnp pov). The form which omits pov only is adopted for 
the following reasons, First, it is a variant which has consid~ 
erable support from severel witnesses which frequently support 
Eusebius! Hew Testament. Second, it is the variant found in the 
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longer citation and may, therefore, more easily be thought of as 
a quotation than the very brief and probably memoriter kadwe 
cbs5afev pe tavta Ackw. Finally, the reading of d£.T. 88.12 is 
found only in W and may heve gotten into that nanakeript through 
its scribe's error; that 1s to say, W's reading may not be that 
either of its exemplar or of its "“fanily-text." 
xt. tmnt oO TaTHp _ 1:1) XDL @ O29 080 1 13 69 


et.al, lat ve sy aeth.) + woo / om. (Eus. 1:1) 
c 
(29) yovoy & BDLTW@ O29 fam.l fam.13 22 213 565 
3 s{c) sa bo 
et;al, lat vg sy cop arm aeth) + o natno 
c 


Tit. (28) Tavta] ovtwo X Let(some) sy 
(29) cottv]) ¥ nat fam.1 fam.13 33 213 443 713 1071 
1241 1321 


WeT €CuOV €OTLY ... povoy] ... wovoy ueT eyov & 


dn, 8:56 
aBpacu © TaTHpP vuwY NyoAAtacaTo tra 15n THY NuUcpayY THY eunV Kat 
every Kat exaon 
I. 4&.T, 130.82 
III. 16m pe } erdy Nene fem 13 / néyn 8 31 
THY ecunv] poo 28 
evdev} s6ev ACKMX PO@N* fen.13 28 482 


dn. 8:58 
nptv oPpeau yevecdat eyw ctut 
I. @E.T. 130,14 
IIt. yeveotat ] oe. D lat 
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dn. 10:11-12 
(11) © nowny o Karoc thy Weynvy avtov /tvOnoey vrep Tav mpoBatwr 
(12) o 5€ prcOwtoc nat ovK wy TOLUNY ov ovK coTtY iLSta Ta TeoRatTa 
I. P.E, 614.0.5. 
(Allusion): Life 98.12 


II. (12) © S¢€ pwrcOwtog ADS femi3 33 213 1071 1188 
Bes oc Jo wto8wtoc be / Oo pto8wTog § §=6BLW oie L 1582 
2193 lec. 349 

€OTLY NABLWX © og fami fam.13 33 665 1010 «+. 
1071 et. ed €vCL 

s51e@ Ta npofata 6 arr b J ta npoBata t6ta / tbta 
w(22) 4862 1241 
TII. (11) o roupny o Karoc] o waar eileen Pap 


45 


e(e) 
TLeOnoLty) SiSworv RX*D Pap lat ve sy 


Jn. 10:30 
€Y@ KGL © TaTHO eV coueY 
i. @E.T. 180.3, 13, 15; Eel. 45.13 
Ill. natnp)] + pow wo AO 71 247 lec. 349 lat(some) sy 


(s) 


dn. 10:334-36 

(34) ovn cotsy yeypauuevov ev Tw vouw oT eyw cima Geo cote 
(35) ¢€s exetvovc cimev Geovg POC OVE O OVYOS cyevEeTO Tov Beov 
kat ov Svvatat AvOnvats 7H ypagn 

(36) Ov © TATHP Nytacecv Kal ateoTetAcv €bC TOY KOcWOY vuELC 
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I. 4. T. 84,14 


(ov o TaTND ... €t¢ TOY KOOLOY): dE.T. 84,25 
45 s(c) : 
Ii. (34) vouw AD Pap lat sy fert. Cyp. ] + vue 
45 4 
oT NBDLWe Pap 33 et.al lat. ath. | om 
(35) eyeveto tov Geov Dp lat] tov Seov eyeveto 
Til. (34) eyo} om, R* 1% 
¢ivaj ermov 8 fam. 13 22 
45 
ycypauuecvoy) + ev Th ypagn Pap 
(35) mpoc ove o ... evyeveto}] Pap. 
: 45 
n ypeqn) om. Pap 
von Soden 
(36) BAaopnuesc] BAcoonuct (Bus. ) lat 
45 


eimov] + Oo Pap 


. | 
Tov] om. X*DW Pap #5 28 124 472 1223 lee. 349 


Jn. 10:38 
© TaTNP €¥ CuO Kayo cv Tw TATOL 
I. d@E.T. 274.20, 175.19, 180.14,19 
Il. o matnp ev enor 482 (lat(2) ] ev epost o nathp 
To TaTPt NBDLW 33 213 1188 1241 1321 lat ve mm 


sa bo 
cop arm aeth J) avte 


Jn. 115243 
KMalape Sevpo clw 


I ° Eel. 21031 


dn. 12:27 
voy mn Wyn HOV TETapakTat 


I. Sel. 231,17 
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dn, 12¢28 
Kat eSoface car rarity Sofacw 


OP az, fe 62.31,, Eel. 225.11 


dn, 13.3 
(ex tov taTpoc ¢fnASov) Kat mpocg tov Geov (uray) 
I. el, 143.13 
The change ef tense and preposition gives this passage the 
appearance of a memoriter citation. | 
iil, ? «x TOV TaTpOC efnrXGov)} ano Geov cénrbe 


? vroyw) vreves 


wn. 13.33 
TEKVLG CTL ELKPOY yoovoy ped vuwY ett 
I. Eel, 102,24 ‘ 
II. ypovoy AL@Y fam.13 28 213 1010 1071 1321 et.al. 
lat(some) Cyr. Chr. Thdrt) om. 


dn, 14,6 
eyo €ips f o60¢ 7 GaAnOcsa cat 4H Can 
I. @6.%. 85,1 
(to gw¢ for 1 0606): a£.T. 94.17 


(eye espe m canOete): ab.T. 118.18, Eel. 63.7 


dn. 14.9 
O €wpoKwo cue cwpaKeY TOY TATEpa 
I. @&. T, 180.15, 196.16 (avtoy for eye), 181.13 (avtov for 


ene; Eel, 45.16 (natepa + Tov nepyavTa ue ) 
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The phrase Tov neuvayvta we is so familiarly Johannine that 

its addition at Ecl, 45.16 mst be regarded as an error due to 
a faulty memory. 


Jn, 14:11 
€yw €¥ Tw TaTpt Kat O TaTHP ev cHos 
I. Eel. 204.16 
Ill. euot] + cottevy ¥ 1 fam .13 245 565 1010 1071 1321 
1582 lat(most) ve Ath. Hil. 


dn, 14:15-17 

(15) cay ayanate pe Tac evtToAac Tac euaq THpnoETE 
(16) at eyw cowtnow Tov matepa Kat cALOV napaKANnTov Swoet vyty 
tva (ucO vuwr 4) €bc Tor ctova 
(17) to mvevua THS adnGetcc Oo © KOCHOS ov SvvaTat AcHetv 
I. Vee, 15+17: 42.7. 160.1 (y ped vue for wed vu 4) 

Ves, 16-17: d&.T, 148.29 

Both citetibns are of sufficient length to warrant the as- 
sumption that they are copied, not quoted from memory. The 
reading in parenthesis is adepted from ai.T. 148,29. It should 
be noted that only the word order is in doubt; in both cases % 
is read for pevn. The word order in the text was accepted be~ 
cause of the quality of its support (witnesses frequently in 
agreement with Eusebius). Actually the rejected reading which 
agrees with 026 supports the word order of the Textus Receptus, 
as a study of Apparatus II will show. The large number of var~ 
fenteforms of this reeding, «11 involving word order, made 
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detailing all of them impractical beceuse of considerations of 
space. With differing word orders, nj for uevyn is read by BLOX 
13 1188 1321 b also. 

Th. (18) monoete BLY 713 1071 1223 1293 1321 4579 
ecp Epiph. Wilet. Chr, Gyr. J mpnocte / thpnonte & 
060 33. «69 
(16) ped vuern crc tov atwva (Eus. 1:1 ) WNlet Cyr. 
Chr, WNoveat. Leif, ] mevn we® vue esc Tovb wwe / 71 ped 
Vuwy €4¢ Tov atewve (Eus, 1:1) O26 / wed vuwy e€1¢ TOY atove 
n 060 | | 
III. (18) we] om. R * 
gtac euec}] pou 118 209 477 2193 
{16) kat cyw] koye ABD O26 O60 fami 565 713 1071 
epatnow } THApTNOW R*® 


Jn. 14223 

€av TiC ayaa uc TOY AOVYOY MOV THPNCEL Kab O TATNP LOV a'yarnoet 
QvTOY Kat TpOG aVTOY cAcvOOLEoa Kat POYTY Tap avTw TOLNCoNE ta 
I. 4£,T. 160.20 

(cov Tic ... THPNOEL): GE.T. 99.2 

{To.nocoucda ... cheenonstes: a&.T. 160.26 
Il, wosncoucda BLY 060 fam.i fam.i3 33 1010 565 
ina Or, pid. Ath. Epiph. Cyr. Thdrt. } nowjoouev / 
motnoouat DPD lat(some) oe 
Ill. typnoes] tThpnon NX fam.13 213 230 348 477 545 826 828 
1241 

chevooucta] cdkevoouct D lat(some) a / topevooneda 


69 / ameevooueia 1293 


ye 2 ee ‘ 
are) ‘ 
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povny Tap avutw) mpoc avtTov yorny D 


dn. 14225-26 

(25) tavta AchoAnna vyiy Tap VULY LLEVaY 
(26) o S€ napaKAnToc To nVevUG TO a@yLOY Oo TeMHet O TATHP KOU ev 
T® OVOUATL LOV eKesvOG Vuac SsSalet TaYTa Kat vrouvnoEet vuac 
Tmavta ooo ¢imov (...... } 
I. Vs. 25-26: aB.7T. 160.23 (e¢tnov + vusy), 160.33 

Ve. 26 (exervoc ... St6akeus mavta): aE.T. 160,28 

The VULY is in such a position that its omission in Buse- 
bius' New Testament as in G&.T. 160.33 would oe aifPicult to 
prove. Indeed, it is best to ignore such omissions at the close 
of a quotation in most instances. And, in this case, there is 
the added fact that the word is found in an equally long quote- 
tion. Yet, there are good reasons for believing that Eusebius‘ 
New Testament did not contain vutv. First, this variant is con- 
sistent with the other two variants in verse 26; all three var~ 
iants have 01d Latin support (although the addition of you is 
supported only by the manuscript g of the Latin witnesses, the 
testimony of D and sy confirm its reading). ‘Second, the Greek 
manuséript 482 which supports so many of Eusebius’ most unusual 
readings has the same omission. Finally, the ¢tnov is so bare 
without « dative object at the close of the sentence that a later 
seribe who was familiar with the Byzantine form of the quotation 
would be more likely to add vusy than to subtract it. Tischen- 
dorf cites ad&.T. 160. — favor of ey omission. 
II. (26) pov (1) DH ¢g sy cop ] on, 
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oon I® fam.i 28 291 348 477 565 700 1216 lat 
vg On, Ja 
? etmov (om, vyuty) (Eus. 1:1 ) 482 let a } + vu 
(fuse. 1: 1) | 
Til. (25) vuty (2) ] vuwy L 69 als 
(26) 0 (2) Joy x 4 213 713 /om at 
TO TVE€UHG ... O TEuweL] ov Mewes TO mvEUMA To aytoyv & * 
vuos Stale.) StSates vuac (hess. rane 213 245 346 gq 
cinov (vutv) } eyo cenov very 33 / ‘etTOv DULY eyo BR 
060 / av cimw vutw DH (201) 489 913 1321 1346 1385 
1375 2145 


dn. 14:28 

€t nyanmaTe pe €yapnTe avy OT& TOPEVOUGL TOPOS TOY TATEOA OTT O 
maTnp pov peelwy pov coTiv 
I. GE.T, 105.5 

(o matTnp ... wow cotiv): dE.T, 105,21 
Il. ae (2) RABDKL @fl O60 fsemi fami3 33 213 565 1321 
et.al. lat sy cop arn aeth Or, Ath, Epiph, Ghr. 
Cyr. J] + €snov 
III. «qyarate] ayanate DHL fami3S 33 543 1071 41207 1321 

ott (1) } + eyw fam. 13 lat(some) 

Tatepa}] + pou G fam.13 sy 

pov (1) ] om, X ABDELK 1 33 64 167 


on, 15%1,5 
(1) eyw etme n autedoc .... 0 TATNP WOv Oo yewpyoc ... 


(5) wuete ta xAnuata 
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I. P.E. 539.b.6 (... in critical edition) 


dn. 15:26 

otav S€ €X8n o mapasknroc OV €YH TEU VULY Tapa TOV TaTPOC TO 
nveévLG THG GAnGetac Oo Tapa Tov TMaTPOS EKTOPEVETAL EKELVOG LAOTUS 
PHoeL EPL Cyov 
I. dk. %. 161.7 
III. 5€]) om. XBA rep 31 565 lati3s) / ovv lat 

népto) eure D er 

matpog (1)] + wou ADM 31 33 185 482 544 713 1346 
2193 lat(some) inn 


c 
natpoc(2) } + wou DM 33 lat{some) ay 


dn. 16:7 

GAA eyo THY cANPEtLaOY Acyw VuLY CVUMEPEL VULY bY¥G cvw oTEAOW Cav 
yao un ar eAOw O TapPakANTOSG ovK epyeTat POS Vuac Env SE TOPE Dew 
TEVvVYyw aVTOV TPO VGC 
I, aE,T. 161,12 | 
‘Il. epyetat c Dia, Cyr. Thdért. J) ekevoetar / ov un crOn 
BLY 33 1071 
III. Acyw vuty] vusvy Acyw EL U¥ 31 33 213 482 544 12195 
1346 2192 

Bn anehOw) + eyo APAAN fam.13 33 Ilat(some) arm aeth 

cav yao] + eyw 543 1241 

eav 6¢] + eyw fam.13 
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on, 16:12-14 

(12) eTs TtOAAG cyw AcyeLY VuLY GAA ov Suvacbe Baotaleiy apTt 
(13) otav S¢€ ¢hOn exetvoc to nvevua Thc cAnQesac SinynoeTas vuLy 
THY oAnoe Lav tacav ov yap ay €avTov AcANnCEL GAA OOG aKoVoEL AakT— 
O€L Kat Ta €pyoueve avayyeAct vusy 
(14) exetvoc cue S0taces oft Ex TOV cuoV AnieTaL Kat avayyeAcs 
vty 
I. Ves, 12-14 (Total): a&.T, 162.17 (Vs. 13, om, Aadrnoet[2]) 

Vs. 13 (otwy ¢eXOn exetvoc): 4E.7T. 162, 24 

Vs. 13 (ov yao af cavTov AaAnoet)? GE,T, 162,24 

Vs,13 (ov yap ... 000 akovoet):di. fT, 162,32 

Ye. 14 (ex esvocg ... Anvetas): GE.T, 162.25 

Vs. 14. (ex Tov cov ... avayyedes vuy): dE.T, 159.6, 30; 
163.5, 162.33 en Makan 
II. (13) Sunynoectar vutvy thy adnOetay macav lat Ta. 
Gyr. ] oSnynoet vuac cic Tacay Thy aknGetay / obnynoet vuac 
€v TH aknGcta tacn fk* DLW (@) fam.1 33 565 1071 1321 
ofnynces vuac esc THY abndetay macav AB 054 

| G®@ ¢€avTov AaAnoet) AcATNOEL am CavTOV 
ooo «=—ss NBD*®LW 1 «233 «2130«COGr. J + av f/f + cov AK 482 


3 
axoveets BDWOY 054 1 213 1010 1321 et.al. Ox’. 


Weell, Ath, Cyr. Epiph. ] axovon / axovet XL 33 dat(some) 
III. (12) Acyeuy vary] vury Acyesvy BLY 33 118 209 Jat 
(most) Or. 

Svvacde] + avta Dp lat / Svvacbat © O68 28 

aptt] om, & 
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(13) 6e} om, DW 473 lee. 349 lat(some) 
GAA] gAAa D 


(14) Anvyetaot] Anuvetat RABY DY / rAauBaves 69 346 788 


dn, 16333 
Gapocste Cyw VEVEKHKa TOY KOOLOY 
Be Eel, 110,27 
(eywm vevinnka Toy Koouoyv): veg Pg ae 203, 29 


s(c 
Ili. Gapoerte}] + ort 1071 lat sy 


dn, 1733 

avTn S¢ cotty 7 atwvtoc Cav Lv¥a ytvwonwoty ce Tov povoy arnOivoy 
Seov Kat OY anecTetAQac tnoovyY RPLOTOYV 
I, dE,T. 132.15 

(tva yivwonwou ... Seov): C.N, 26,25, di.T, 133.26, 
Eel, 45.3 

This verse represents one of the frequent disappointments 
of patristic textual study. It is virtually guaranteed that 
Busebius consulted his New Testament for the occurence at dE.T. 
132.15, for he taunts Marcellus with having failed to recognize 
the phrase povov adlnOtvov Geov as Biblical. This would not 
mean, thet ea later seribe could not have altered the quotation, 
but it is unusuel assurance of quotation. Yet, there is not 
a reelly significant variant for the entire verse. 
Tit, S€} om, L ight 
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dn. 1735 
(matep S0faoov pe) tn Sota n eryov Tee Tov Tor KOOUOV €L¥at 


“Tapa cot 


~ 


i, 4d&.%. 82,30 

fhe phrase in parentheses is probably Eusebius’ periphras- 
tic introduction to the remainder of the citation. It is not 
enclosed in brackets since it way be confirmed by subsequent 
discoverics, But it is very doubtful. 
II. ? mateo Sofavov uc} kat voy Sofaoov uc ov natep nape geavtw 
IIll.‘natep] matnp 2D 

nl nv Rx* Or. 

TPO TOV see €bVOL mapa oot] Tapa coL mpO Tov ... cbva, D 
lat (2) Or. 


etvat] yeveobat D 


dn. 17:21-22 

(21) tva mavytec ev wotv Kadwo ov natep €V Cuot Kayo €¥ GOL tva 
Kab avToO’ cv qty (..-.-) GWELY LVa O KOCHOC TLOTEDN OTL GU PE 
GneoTe thas 
(88) xayw thy Sofav nv (...) ¢Swnac wot SeSwea avtore tva wot 
€vy Kadwo quetc ev (...-) 
I. Ves. 21-22; a&.T. 179.15 (Vs. 21,4 ev after nusy; Vs, 
22, Sedweog for cbwkac, + couey after nuetc ev) 

a 21-22 (xaQwo ov ... Sedwxa avtorc)? dE.T. 180,21 
(Vs. 21, om. t¥a 0 Koopoc .... ameotetrac ) 


Vs. 21 (naOwe ov ... wowv): d&,t, 180,29 
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Ves. 22 (tv Soyay ... nuetc ev): 2.7. 180.7 (Se8uxac 
for e&Swxnac) 

Vs. 22 (nayo thy Sotay ... nneic ev ): GE,T. 180,27 
Sedunac for eBanac) 

Vs. 22 (tva wow ev na®wo nuere ev ): G8.T, 180,18 

The quotations at d&.f. 179.15 and 180.18 are followed by 
dn. 17°23, 

Three variants in these two verses require comnent, 

The first is the omission of ev after qnusy in verse 21. 
The longest es (di.T, 179,15) adds the cv in question, 
But the other two quotations containing the verse (&.T, 180,21, 
29) cowld hardly have been cited from memory, Their proximity 
to 179.15 suggests the possibility that they were copied from 
thet citation, if not from the still open New Testament beside 
the writer, The best explanation of the evidence is to assume 
the addition of «vy in the first passage by a later seribe, But 
the fact pointed out above that the succeeding quotations in 
a&.T, might hawe been dependent upon each other for their present 
form leaves open the possibility that the error was committed by 
Busebius' "secretary". The "secretary" might heve accidentally 
Gropped the ey at d&.f. 180,21 while copying from 179,15, and 
have repeated the error by copying 180,29 from 160.21. Indeed, 
this latter solution would be preferred, were it not for the 
fact thet the omission is found in witnesses which frequently 
agree with Eusebius’ New Testament, | 

fhe second reading that requires comment involves a choice 


between the forms eSwxac and Se6mxacq in verse 22, The mistake 
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would be simple in either direetion. Veriation between e8uxac 
and SeSwxKacq and also between SeSwea and ecSanq were apparently 
eommon (see Appsratus II,IIi). Both forms are old and pre-Byzan- 
tine. The ¢Swxac form is adopted because, while it is found 
Only once in four citations, it varies from the mass of late 
Manuscripts of the New Testement sand is found in manuseripts 
which frequently support Eusebius. 

fhe third reading which is to be noted is the amission of 
couecy at the end of verse 22. The verse is quoted without 
couey at dk.T. 180.7, 27, but in both cases the variant occurs 
at the end of the quotation and might have been omitted by acci- 
dent. In the long quotation which includes verses 21, 22 and 23 
at adi.f. 179.15, comey is present. But at di.T. 180,18 which 
also includes both verses 22 and 23,.1t is omitted. Since the 
eddition appears to be a Byzantine form, covey is omitted in 
the text. 

The fact that two readings have been given in the text 
which are at veriance with the longest form of the quotation in 
Eusebius makes another observation possible, While it is true 
that long citetions are more likely to have been quoted with the 
New Testament open than short citations, it is perhaps also true 
thet later scribes were more likely to search out their own New 
Testaments 4n order to “correct" long citations, With respect 
to these verses, at any rate, two readings found only in the 
longest citation give every appeerance bf being Byzantine and 
and have little claim for adoption into the text of Eusebius' 


New Testament. 
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II. (21) ? ev nuw €us. 22) BCHDW lec 349 lat Pe: eet 
arm Or, Ath, Hil, ] + ev (Zus, 1:2) 

TLOTEVY aeBcew ] mrotévon 
(22) kayo = RBCHDUW Fomel 33 249 565 659 1321 Clen. 
Chr. Cyr. ] wat cyw 

? eSwnac (Bus, 1°3) ADNOUW OXN¥V@ O80 31 157 482 544 
2145 2193 iec.349 Clem. Hip.. Chr. Cyr. ] Se6weac (3%1) 

T muctc cv (Kus. B11) *BCYDLW Famel wf aeth 
Glem, Hip.. Gyr. ) + covey (gus, 1:4) 
III. (21) Kayo] wat cyw © 

(22) S0fav] + pov yw 

SeSexa)] cSuna aamNou ONES O80 fam.13 482 543 1293 

worv) + To p 


Ka8wo] + wat 047 999 lat 


dn. 17323-24 

(23) eyw €v aVToLG Kat Ov €V EOL tva WOOLY repre rwucvor €tc TO 
€V t¥G YL¥wWOKN O KOGUOS OTL OV WE GTEOTELAaG Kat HyanNOaG avTovc 
Kabwo cue nryonnoac 
(24)(matnp 0) Sedwxac vot BeAw t¥a OTOV CLUL EYW KaKELVOL wOLY 
peT cuov tva Bewpworv Thy Sofay ny Sedbwnac wot 
I... Vas, 23-24: ab... 179,19 (Vs, 24, Klostermann reads Tatep 
ove with " against V ) 

Veyod cys ev ... €t¢ To ev): dE.T. 180.8, 18 

14 aa adoption of a corrector's reading is impossi- 
ble, GTP © is placed in parenthesis only because the Textus 


Receptus is found in the G65 edition. 
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Il. (23) to BD) om, 
To €¥ tva BCDLX 33 69 124 788 1207 1321 lat -. 
Hips. Chr. ] to ev wat two / to ev rat N 1 BL 1582 
lec, 349 | 
(24) matnp ABONE? 080 } mavep 
© RBD 31 1e¢,349 cop i] ove 
tyyv Gofov D O91 wines Cyp. J] + tH euny 
deSonac RACDLEM 2 fami3 28 33 565 700 1010 
‘2188 1223 et.el, ] céuxac 
bk (23) eye evavtorc Kab ov cv cuot] ov ev eno. Ways CY avToss 
D 
eyo] wcayw D 31 1010 1207 1223 
to] om, 6 
tva (2) J} om, WB 
cue] ov ue D lat(some) / «aque W lec.349 lat(most) 
(24) S¢5wxac(1) J] cSaxac a 
KaKetvot) mat exetvot AKNOU EN@ O80 209 482 1188 
1223 2145 2193 lec. 349 


dn. 18236 
N PactAcha 4 Cur OVK EOTLY EK TOV KOOKOU TOVTOV 
I, Bel, 70,19 
III. 4 BactActa n cun] n eun Bacthketa ACDLN AY O80 33 124 
692 1241 2145 lec. 349 
a 
dn, 19%23~24 
(23) 08 ctavpwoovtéc avtov AaBoyTec Ta tuaTia avTov enosnoay 


Tecocapa EpN EKaoTw OTPATLUTN LEPGE Kat TOV XITwVa (nv Se 
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appagoc) €x Twy avweev veavtoc &t odov 
(24) 610 Kat €unav mpog akAnhove UN CyLow@uev mwTov alta haxouey 
MEPL avTov Tivo cotat foe em ape pet Leyar o evayyeAtoTng) tva 
nN yeah TAT P@EH £10} Stcueptoavto 10 tuaTLaA POV E€aVTOLG Kab ere 
Tov tuatiouovy wou eBoXkor KAnpov 
1. Kei, 87,14 

the problems in this passage have to do with possible harmon- 
izationsxef the Johannine account of the robe with that in Ut. 27:35 
The first two variants (04 ctavopwoavtee for ote eotavpwoar, 

avtov for Tov twqoouv) could easily be ascribed to that source, 
Also, the reading in brackets [to) may be accounted for without 
Raking it a part of Eusebius text of John, for it is $iebealis 
eertain that the To is introduced by Euseblus as a quotation 
mark, since it is a fevorite device of the historian and not of 
the evengelists, Here, Eusebius could heve used fo because at 
Mt, 27°35 7 Aecyovca is not found. 

However, it is also possible that the harmonization was pre- 
sent in his copy of Jn, All the varisnts in question have thee 
Support of some witnesses, Each is attested by at least one Cop~ 
tic version, and it should be pointed out thet in verse 23 two 
other variants with only slight support outside of Eusebius are 
found in both Coptic versions. 

Both Tischendorf and von Soden show-other readings than nv 
S¢ appapog for Eusebius (see Apparatas | t1Z).. 

‘IT(23)}0t Gtavpwoevtec A579 1170 cop j ote cotavewoav 
avToy 124 713 1071 vg ir Aug. ] Tov tnoovy 


$a bo 
AaBovtesc cop J} ekaBov / rafPov 69 
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8a bo 
énowncay 69 cop ] kat enosnoay / noinoovtec pp 


579 
? nv Se appayoc] nv be o ytTwv appayoc 
(24) 610 kas (etmav) ] (ermov) ove / (erivov) fam.13 
f (esvoy) S€ Dour 
eunay w ) ¢1noy 
MANPwON (om,  AEVvyovGa) AB lat iy Pseud-Ath. ] 1 
ACrvOUGa 
€1I. (23) tecoapa] tescepa RALEN rb 1241 1321 
Kot Tov xttova) om, * lat sy — 
Kat Tov ytTwva qv be ] tov Se ystwva eves NY O YLTWY 
von Soden, Tisch. [ott for emer} 
Be WGis ) fam. 13 
appagogc B and many others }, apages Most uncials 
fam, 13 28 482 700 1241 
(24) aGAX\nNAovG] avtovg AF 
¢eotat}] cotiv D 


€avTtotc] om. W 


Jn, 20:17a 
py MOV anTtov ovns yap avabeBnea POG TOV TaT¢€pa pov 
I. 4&7, 161.33, Eel. 102.1 
III. wov antov] antov pov B wW1isée 
pov (2) J} om, ABDW 348 lec. 349 lat Or. Ir. 


‘ Jn. 20:17¢ 
avepyouat TPOC TOY TaT€pa LOU Kat TatTepa vusaw Kat Deoy pov Kat 
Beoy vuwy 


I. @B.%. 69.28, 104.18; Ecol. 14.8 
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II. avepyouat) avabatyw 


ACTS-CATHOLICS 


Acts 1:3-4 
(3) [rote wey mp0 Tov nabove Sv¥YaV aVvTOLG Kat CvpTOALTEVOUEVOG 
tote S€ Kat weTa THY avarnytv}] 54 nucpwr w’ onTavouevocg avTotc 
(4) nas ovvadtloucvoc Kat Acyuv Ta wept THE Baotketac Tov Seov 
[S10 cat] NWAONVYYEAKEY aVTOSS ano LepoooAvuW pH yuwpLCeoBat 
I. Eel, 163.17 
The words 6to tal heave been adéed by Eusebius. 
II. (4) wat cuvertlCoucvocg cas Acyav To rept THG BactAetac¢ Tov 
Gcov}] Kat Acyev Ta ... Tov Geov Kat cuvartCouevoc 
mapnyycAkey E98 216 522 642 2298 soot Pad 
“RP ceed ] napnyye they 
III. (3) & nucpev wp’ Jj TecoapaKxovta qucpwy Dp 
(4) cvvarttlouevoc]} ovvavArloucvoc Pee 69 98 181 209 
218 226 337 429 467 522 547 614 915 917 1108 1245 
1518 1838 1898 2401 2412 / ovwvaktcKkoupevoc D 
ovvaksCoucvoc] + uetT avTovy D © gg p wee 01 sy arm Aug. 


(napnyyeAAev) avtotc¢] avtotc (mapnyyetAcv) RA E Chr. 


Acts 1:8 
vucic Se Anyoade €& v¥ovG SuvaytY EMEABOVTOG Tov aylov TYEvUEATOG 
€@ vuaoq «< 
i. @,f%, 162.8 
fhis citation is preceded by an elaborate introduction: 


NEpl NG EV TaLg NPAtEoLY TwY GMOCTORAWY’MPOG AVTOVG €GN «... 
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Il. vers Se ] adda ({ om. vues) 
ef wrove 1311 (after Svvaypiv) J om. 
III. AN¥eoGe] Anuvecbe NABCDE 


Acts 1:9 
BACrovtavy avtwy ennonen kas vegeXn vrekabey evtTor 
1.Ecel, 149.15 


8& 
Ili. Bkcnovtuy avtwy] avtaw BAcnovtuy B / om. D cop 


Kets Li2ze24 
(23) wat cotnoov bvo twong Tov Kakovuevoy (BapoabBay) oc enexrn- 
8 toveTtoc Kat paTOsay 
(24) nat mopooeviauevos etnay 
I. H.B, 290.2 
Schwartz adopted PapoavBay (with H.E, manuseripts ERB) 
rather than Papoaffay (with #.E. manuscripts ATDM) 
II. $23) ? BapoaSfayv end” . ws aabe ¥ 1 5 33 181 
209 216 223 226 241 429 467 522 547 915 917 919 1175 
1288 1311 1319 1874 2127 2143 2298 2423* ) Bapoefav 
(Cus. Fas, 3 no Y / BapvaBay p 1831 lat aeth 
(24) etnav] etror 
III. (23) eotnoav}] eotnoev Db d Aug. 
Lwone]) swonvy ¥ 98 876 9135 915 ane 
patetay] wabGsay Be Dp 
Acts 2322 
(2) eyeveto nyoc ex Tov oVpavov wore PEepouerNnS TVENS Plata 


i. dB.f. 140,26 
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Id. eyeveto ( om, apvw) } + agrew 
NXOG €K TOV OVpavov] ex Tov ovpavov nyoc 
III. ex} ano E 
4 FVONS Bratac] Blatag mvong Dp 383 917 1874 f/f Brarec 
1838 


Acts 2:3 
StaucprlCoucvat yAwooat wo eb mupoc eKadicevy Te eM eva exacToY 
av Tay 
I. H.E. 881.21 
H.E, manuscripts TERBDM read ¢KaOtoey, manuseript A reads 
exa8soav. 


III. exadtoey te] kat exaStcey AB 98 915 1175 1288 4 sy 


And. / Kab exaGicey te D 1873 / exabscoev bce CGC ec 
H.E., 6 MBS 6 1 MS 
exadicey (Eus. ) & ] exaGroav (Hus. jae 
8a bo 
D sy top 
Acts 2:4 


enAnpwinoay [te] nvevuetoc aytov 
Z. 4@8.%. 140,27 
The T¢€ probably is Eusebdius' addition, 
Il. endnpwlycoy 522 876 1765 ] enAnoOnoay 
erAnpwonooy (om, anavtec) }] + anevtec / + Tavteg NA 


BDE 61 81 98 378 915 1288 


Aets 2:9-11 


{enmes wat nat exetvove ovynxGat Aoyo> aro navtog cOvovVG Tay vrO 
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Toy ovwpavoy avépac evAcBete ev otc etvyyavov] 
(9) mepGor nor undor Kab €AQULTOL KOL OL KOTOLKOVYTEC THY UeCO— 
ToToutay tovdatay Te Kat Kannadontay TovToy Kat THY aoLay 
{10) opvytav te Kat TaUOVA tay abyUTITOV Kat Ta LECH THS ALBuAC 
THG Kata KvVpNVHY OF T* ereSryuOVVTES pwpaton 
(11) tovSartos te kat npoonkvtot npytec Kas apaBes 
i Life 80.26 
The portion in brackets contains words which are quotéd 

from verse 5, but its use as a periphrastie introduction to 
verses 9-11 precludes taking seriously the rsdiceal difference 
in word order. The ovynyGat requires substituting avépacg 
(accusative) for ovSpeq (nominative). On the other hand, the 
length of the list mekes quotation of verses 9-11 certain. 
II. ©(10) ov :t]imat on 
III. (10) re] om. D lat a ™ arm 

avyuntov] + tre p / Kab atyvntoy 1319 

ALBunc] AsBovnc D 

KvOnYHY ] KVONVuY 1319 

(11) apafec] apafost p 


Acts 2322-25 

| (22) snoovy tov vatwoatov avipa anobeSetypevov cic nuac ato 
Geov Svvaqucot Kat TEpact Kat onuetotg orc enounoevy 8s avtov o 
8€oc ev weow vuwy Ka8wo avtot orSate 

(23) tovtoy tn wptouevyn Bovdy Kat TPOYYwoEL Tov Beov exSoToY 
haBovtec Sta yetpec avouwy TpOCOTHEaYTES aye tAaTe 


(24) ov o Beoc¢ aveotnoevy Avoac Tag witvag Tov Bavatov Ka oTt 
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ovK ny Suvatov Kpatetc@at avtov wn ovtov 
(25) Savid yap Aeyet mpowpwuny Tov KUpLOV evamsov wou Bba TaYTOC 
IT, el, 78,15 
Il. (22) amoSe8euyuevov esc nuSc tov Geovj ano tov Geov anode— 
8 byMEeVOV €4¢ vuac f eanodeSer.yucvoy amo tov Geov cig vuas 
NBCD 69 et.al, ’ k veg sarah arm eeth 

mac p 489 547 876 1518 1831 4] vuac 

Beov 209 1149 1872 } tov Geov 

Kabec RABGRE 33 69 98 255 431 467 547 915 1175 


| bo 
1268 1739 1827 1829 1836 1838 1891 ist cop arm 


aeth Ir, Ath, ] + Kas 

(23) yetpoc aancep¥ 33 81 98 467 606 876 915 1108 
1175 1288 1611 1739 1758 1766 1873 1891 2138 2298 seth 
Ath. Gyr. ana. J xetpuv 

avetkateé Asapcperp ¥ 1 5 33 98 241 255 429 431 460 
467 536 915 927 1175 1288 1311 1319 1827 1829 1836 
1838 2127 2147 2401 ath, ]) avesrete 

(25) Savi5] 50815 

Keyes] + €4¢ avtov 


III. (23) AcBovtecjom, atance 33 81 181 547 915 1288 1739 


sa bo 
lat vg cop arm aeth 


(24) Avoac] + 6s avtov ¢£ 


wisvac] o6vvac 915 1838 1845 
bo 
Savatov} adov pe vg cap Polye. Epiph. Peeud-Ath, 


(25) yap] wev yop & 94 307 
TPOwPwLNY }] mpOOCpwuNnY aeaBecpE 33 98 257 467 915 
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1175 1838 1845 1852 2147 


KYptoV] + oD Ap 


Acts 2:29=31 
(29) avipec adcdkmos efov eirety weTa TappnoLac POG Vues TEpE 
TOV TaTptapyov Saved ott Kat ETEACVUTNOEY Kab €TAOH Kat TO wYTWE 
QVTOV €OTLY EV NULY Ew THG NEpac TavTns 
(30) mopognTnc ovy vrapywy nat erdwe oTt OPKe wpooeY avTw Oo GEeoc 
€X KaPTOY THS ooOHVOS avTOV KaBLaat Ems TOY BpovOY avToOV 
(31) mp0 L8wv EMOANCE TEP’ THS aVacTadewG TOV XYPLOTOV OTL OVTE 
evsateche mon etc adny ovte n cap avtov toev Stagsopay 
I, Eel, 78,24 
II, (29) Sev15] 50816 


ewe] axps 
z 
(30) copove avtov NABGD 81 95 1175 1288 lat vg 
sa 
cop arm eeth ] + To Kata CapKa avacTnceLy Tov yOLOTOY 


{ + 10 ..-- avaoTnoat ... xptotoy DYE 33 And. / + avaotn~ 
Gey TOY ypLCTOY E 323 1739 1891 

Tov @povoy RABCD 255 915 919 1175 1288 And. } 
tov Gpovov / Bpovov ¥ 

(31) ovte (1) aBcD 33 1175 1288 1759 lat Cyr. 
Chr. Ana. ] ov | 

eynateketo0y RABCDE 33 98 223 226 242 429 4351 
$22 547 623 808 876 915 1108 1175 1288 1311 1611 1739 
1758 1829 ~1831 1838 1845 1873 1891 2131 2401 2412 
lat Chr. Cyr. Thart. J] waTcrerpon 

eyeatekero0n RABCHDE 33.915 1175 1288 Chr. Gyr. 
Thdrt. ] + 7 weyn avtov 
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ony XB 5 98 255 6547 623 915 1175 1288 1311 


fam.i3i9 1739 1758 1829 1838 1873 1891 2147 }] a«abéov 
ovte (2) ACD 5 33 181 241 429 460 467 547 917 
927 #%41175 #1288 1739 1758 #41873 1874 1891 2147 2298 Chr. 
Gyr, And, ] ovde 
dev] cre 
III. (29) nappyotac)] napnotac ¢ 
uvnual uve tor 6D 
ev) mop p VW eve 
(30) ev6wc] erdev Dd 
oopvec] KkapStac D / wotk\tac 1311 ¢ p sy aeth 
Ir. Vietorin 
KaOtoat}] Kat KaGtoat DE W 38 255 337 429 460 467 
622 547 876 1311 1758 1765 1852 2138 2298 / *adtoar 
Te 98 337 431 #489 915 1829 1873 And. 
(31) meordev? mpoe tac ¥ 1 60 68 98 100 104 127 
163 241 255 257 429 622 915 1311 1738 1739 1838 1891 
fom. D0 @ 


Acts 2335 
Kadov ex Seftav pov ewe av Ow Tove ex@pove Gov vronrostovy Twv 
Troéwv cov 
I. el. 27,20 
IL ay] om. D 


* 


Acts 2345 
To KTNuoTa Kat Tac vraptetc StamimpaoKovtec cucptloy amacty *ad 


© av Tic ypetay eryey 


) ia 
pret cost ett one 286 te at Bee! 


weds [ Vero resp eMér seer eer r 
wre The TOD OCOb OHS COR Tar 82 8 aoa 
wi eGS2 We Hor SBE Ever Sate wave! a 


9 spsonqer Toit 

G Wor 

ave Va 

a wes fo 7 

itiew we «@ 5 S862 amtie’ \, a JesScnn t 


COs O02 OGh SEE @BS ec ® ao snosdsn Gon f 
mopstes \ BOBS SSeS SBAr sete seve fen" 

snd | OtOE eset are ‘ees eae 
wr sor ook ae @e te f owas 90Qr Fewsaee 
fenr Secor SBTr Set ret Bre sae ese” Vas See 


BE78 ath 


a sf ee Os ke 
Sh RPO 
. Se ee 
Gp Veron MO}1gI0D 29 rOMONQMITEEe 2uRgiea 
' ‘ vid : iY Lv) cae ‘ ef ? -, 
ee ae i i= 
aaa 















278 
I. H.E. 144.6 
II. Ssantrpackovtec] eninpackoy Kat 
cnepslov A] Sicnepslov 
omagiv} avta nact / KeO nuevav avta mace D ge p 
KaGO 226 431 2412 ] nadots f tow D 
Til. Ta ... Kat Tac} ooot .... eayon n PD wm 


KTHMaTa] KTLouatTa 547 1838 


Sets 3221 
oy 6€4 ovpavov ucy Selaocbat aypt ypoveyv anoKeatactacewe 
I... @8.%. 169.26, 171.4 
(axps xpovav anoxatactacewe): ak.T., 169,30 


Acts 4327 

(27) ovynxOnoavy yap en odnGesac [ent To avto] ev TH TOAEL TavT 
€7t Tov aytov natda cov ov exptoag nowSng Te Bab TOVTLOG ThAGTOG 
ovy <Ovectiv Kat Aaotc Lopanr 
I. Eel. 69.19 

The ¢€mt To avTo appears to have been added by Eusebius - 
II. ev TH TOKCL TavTH A{A)BDE § 33 242 489 S47 623 
642 808 876 913 927 1175 1245 1288 1522 +1739) 1838 
1852 1873 1891 lat ert. Chr. Cyr. Ana.J on, 

tat6a cov] + snoovy / cov natSa inoovy Dp 614 2412 
III. mtAatog] meskatocg 8B 

Laos] Naw e WR aeth / Aeoc FE S S26 Hil. Aug. 


Aets 4:34=35 


(34) [we unde civar teva evden map avtotc] ocos (your) KtnTopes 
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Yapiav H ObKLwY UINPXoY [wG Oo AoYoR Pov] NMwrAOVYTEC aMEpOV Tac 
Thuac TeV TENMpacKoUcVeY | 
(35) e11G¢oay Te napa Tove nodac Tay anoctodkww wote Stabsbo08at 
€Ka0Tw Kad OTL av TLG xXpeLaY eryev 
I. HE, 144.8 
in spite of the fact that the first clause of verse 34 is 
periphrastic end must be set in brackets, it furnishes us a clue 
to the one significant variant in Busebius' text of Acts at this 
point. The ¢tvat suggests thet Eusebius’ New Testament read nv 
rather than vinpy¢ev. The word yovy is a favorite particle 
with Eusebius and probebly does not belong to his copy of Acts. 
H.E. manuscript A reads xe8o against TERBDM. 
The introduction of the words wo o Aoyoo gnotw in the mid- 
Glie of the citation probably means that beginning here Eusebius 
is copying from Acts. 
II. (34) ? ewor(nr- RABD 5 98 181 206 218 226 241 
429 467 491 522 547 915 917 1175 1288 1739 41758 1829 
1836 1874 1891 And. ) vmnpyev 
? youv] yao 
(35) etsGecev te ] kat eTLBovv 
mote StadtS0098a1} SueSsboTo S€ /  Stredeto Se DEH 
181 431 467 536 915 917 1836 1845 1891 2298 And. / 
Sre5i5eT0 bins / Sscboto 6€ 2179 / Srebtbovto Se 1108 
Ill. (34) wtyntopec] + 7 coy D amn. 
vinpxov] om. a* D arm 
egepov tac] Kat gepovtec D / Kat gepov 181 


mimpackocuvero, ] mimpackoytavy D 876 
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6 NSS 1 MS, Tisch. 
(35) x«aGots (H.E. }] KaSo (HVE, 
yon Seden 


) G9 226 255 383 429 622 614 1319 1611 1845 
2127 2401 2412 2434 


€xaotw) + evs D € gB p fom, 2147 


ayion, 69 226% 255 256 263 431 467 614 803 
1611 1845 


TiG] om, 226% 431 467 614 ¢ 


Aets 5:29 
mesOapxyety Se, Gew pardAov H avGowrorcg 
b. P.B. 662.¢,6 
P.E, Me O reads peddkov Oew which is supported by Origen 
ouiy. 
III. Ses) S€ DW 


Aets 5:36 
aveotn BevSac Aoywv cavtov etvat Ttiva [...] o¢ KatTedvOn Kat 
"mavtec ooo. (eretadnoev) avtw SsekvOnocav 
a Bye, 290,17 

fhe passage has an elaborate introduction in which Eusebius 
intioiuces this citation by summarizing: ees &€ nodwv hoveac 

€v Tat Tpakecwv cLoovyayel YowoALeA K.T.A. 

H.E. manuscripts BDM read eneyGovto (with the Textus He- 
eeptus) sgainst eneroOnoay (8.2. manuscripts ATER). It is 
doubtful that in Eusebius' New Testament the long clause » mpog- 
EKodANen apt@uoc avSpuv woet TETPaKoolww Was omitted, 


TI. eavtov ctvat Tiva] etvat Tivo €avTOV 
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? Teva] + w TpPOGEKOAANGN apLOuoc avSpwy woes TeTOAKOCLUY 
sovewanehvOnlavnpeon / Ssekven pe p / + avtoc Ss avtov D 

T @mescOnoay (HE, ib ) ] enewdovto (HE, dine 
‘III, eavtov] + ueyar a DE 223 255 326 431 440 489 522 
614 623 1175 1758 1845 1873 2143 2147 2179 2298 2401 
2412 lat Or, And, 

oteAvOnoavy] Stecnopniodnow 431 614 1108 1245 i611 
2005 2138 2412 


Acts 5:37 
peta TovToy aveotn tovSac o yoAtAatos ¢€v Tac Nucpats THe 
QnNOyYPOMNG Kat an¢eoTnoe AaoY ontow avTov nagcsvoc OMWACTO Kab 
Tavteg ogot (enero8yoav) avtw Steoxopricdncay 
I. H,E, 44,26 

This citation has en introductory formula similar to that 
found with Acts 5:36. Here, es in the earlier reference, 
enéevoOncay is read for eretorvTo. 

There is an interesting confusion of evidence with regerd 
to the verient daov (AT’ ZA). There are two obvious revisions, 
neither Byzantine; H.E, manuseript B added moAvV, menuseripts 
f ERDM prefixed txavoy. 

II. aov RAB 98 915 1175 Gd vg Cyr.) + txavor / 

1 HS 5 M55 
+ nokvy (£us. ) G Dg p f_ twavov rAaov ( Bus. ) 
BE 33 431 460 614 623 1108 1611 1852 1873 1898 2005 
2138 2412 leat(most) 

ere t.oGnoay } oe 
III. wevtec] om. D Pap 209 lat 
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Acts 7t5l 
OF GKANPOTPAXNAOL Kab aTEpLTUNTOL TH KapdSta Kat TOLE wWoLY 
I. 4G@&,.T, 228,24 
II. o4] om, 3 
ILI. ty wapSiaq)] nopitatc ACD 7 14" 40 66 96 100 163 vg 
J kapStac B / tats KapState 460 876 913 1108 1175 
1245 1518 1611 1739 1852 1891 1898 2005 2138 


sa 
KkapSta] + vue NA 242 1891 cop 


ets 7:63 
ObTtvEeG ckaBete Tov vouoy cic Statavyas ayyehkov Kat ove covAatate 
is Bel, 32.6 
Ill. egvrAatate:] epvdaateote A 


Acts 11329-30 

(29} twv Kat avttoyesay wadntay Kadwo NuTOPELTO TIC wptoay 
€xaotog ¢t¢ StaKnovtay amootethas ToL KaTOLKOVOLY ev TH Loviata 
(30) o Kat ¢nosnoay anmootetAavtTec mpoc Tovg mpcoBuTcpovG Sta- 
xetpog Bapvaba kat rravrAov 
i, H.R, 252.10 

Allusion: H.E. 124.10 (Confifing “aT avTtoyetav, exactoc, 
Tevriov, since it precedes a quotation of Acts 12:1-2 in such a 
way as to suggest that the book was open). 

in both cases Kat aVTLOXELGY may be interpolated from 

Acts 11:27. 
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®» y FP) 465 ia meets °Y ; 


tt. (29) ? wet ovtioyetav)] om, 

 €KROTOS my ] + avtwy 

atrooté that) mewras 

sovSate] + ad€AQoLc 

(30) revriov 1898 2138 } ceviov / OaovVr AP 
til. ay HVTOpE TO] evropetto RAB(D)EHP* 33 . Pum. 2412 
al,fere,: 

wptoav] woicey A 206 209 

wptoav exactoc] eKacToc wptcay hi 


(hele. Pap. & 


Acts 12:1-2 

(1) Kat exetvov 6¢€ tov katpov[ Snkovy 6 oft Tov ert Kravitov] 
eneBakevy nowdnc o BactAcus Tag yeLpac Kakwoat TiVOG Tav arto 
™G ¢€aKKANOLGC 
(2) avesr<evy Se tanwBov tov adekgovy twavvov poyatoa 
I. H.#, 124.13 
III. (1) nowSne o Bactreve] o Bactrkevc nowinc R 255 614 1108 
1245 1288 1518 1611 1852 2005 2138 2298 2412 

nowSnc o Baotrkcvc tag yetpac) tac yetpac nowSns o BactAcuc 


ecexknotac] + cv tH tovdata DP 2412 p 
pesh 
(2) avetrvcy 5¢ } nauavetkey D sy 


twoavvov] twovov BD 


ten meet ets new i es ER 


19. The wisdom of presenting Eusebius’ unique readings may be 
observed in the case of the omission of avtwy in verse 29. 
This reading was not shown by either Fischengort or von Soden, 
but has subsequently been discovered in Pap*®, 
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wayatpa) paxeton eapcpyp 0121 6 33 623 1175 1288 
1739 1852 


Acts 17:28 
€v avtw yop (nas) Cwucvy nat xcvovpeOa was cover 
I, PB, 104.0.8, ab.T. 181.5 (om, yap nat) 
Il. ? was (1) 919 1799 ] om, 
IlI. ovtw] avtn p 


coucy ] + To Ko nuepay p 


Aets 21:8+9 
(8) nAGoucy cic Kotoapetay Kat croedBovtec €1¢ TOV OLKOY OtLAUTS=~ 
MOV TOV EVEYYCALOTOV OVTOS CK TwV OTa Cuctvanevy Tap avTw 
(9) tovtw 5¢ noey napGevos SvyaTtepeg TEegoapec TMPOHNTEvoOVEAL 
1, HE. 266.9 

The H.E, families of memuscripts are divided between 
 Teooapes mpogntevovoat (Bpy Adana MPO~NTEevovoaL Tecoapes (apER), 
II. (8) mnASouer aapcenp ¥ 0121 5 33 74 206 209 429 431 
467 489 547 642 808 876 917 927 1175 1288 1622 1739 
1758 1799 1838 1891 1898 2412 2423 ang, |] nAsov 

eveyyeAtotov (yearly ell mss ) ] + Tov 

(9) napSevos Ovyatepec Tecoupec Goiget 431 ang, ] Ovya- 
Tepes TapSevot Teooapeq / OvyaTtepes Tesoapec TapBevor RX 
AB 33 69 181 206 323 429 S22 876 927 1175 1288 1739 
1799 1837 1873 1891 iat 
Ili. (8) watcaperay] natcaptov RAEP® and others 

eroeAGovtec] eAPovteg 876 


tory] om, 2412 
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Acts 21:38 
(OUK apa OV €L O aLYUTITLOG O TPO TOVTaY TwY NUEPwY avaocTaTwoac 


Kat €Layaywy €v TH cpnuw Tove TeTpaKLoxIALove avépac Tu 
obKaptwy 


I, H.E, 160,26 
II. ev TH ¢conuw] cic THY connor 
III. ove apa] ov pb 

avactatwoac) cfavactatwoac E 


ommaptwy)] cepikcotwove E 


Jas. 2319 
Kat Ta Satuov ta TLOTEVOVOLY Kot PNLTTOVOLY 
+ az .T. 136.13 


£0 
II. psttovotv] gptccovor / opprlovotv Pap 


Jas. 5:16 
cfoporoyetobe aAANAOLC Tac auapT tac 
I. GE.T. 141.19 
The omission of OvVY @fter €fouorkoyetobe is due to the 
context. 
II. ta¢ apoptiac ABP 5 6 33 G2 181 206 218 255 
322° 326 327 421 441 614 623 642 808 927 1108 1175 


1245 1288 1518 1611 1739 1758 1852 1873 2005 2138 


scr sep ser sabo 
a b a ff vg cop Eph. Dam.) Ta napontwuata 


III. auapttac] + vuww 206 255 429 614 1518 1611 1739 
1758 1765 2138 ff vg Or. 
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I Pet. 121 

{evn Tose cf EBpatwy o vow ev Staonopa) fovtov Kat yo\oTtac 
KammaSoKtac te RGL adtac Kat Bibvviac | 
I. E.B; 192,7 
Il. Kat Selig a J] om, 

Té tat 614 1108 1245 1518 1611 2005 2138 s sy] om, 
III. nat BuGovrtac}] om, Be 


I Pet, 2:13-14 

(13) vnotaynte macy xarocte avOpanivyn Sta Tov KupLtov cute Baosrct 
wG UTEpyoTt 
(14) cute nyeuocty wc 61° avtov neymoucvorc 
I. 2.7, 140.15 
II. (13)vmotaynte ABC 69 104 226 429 1288 1952 2401 
VE na arm aeth Did.] + ovy 

KTtLoet avGpwrtvyn C 69 104 1175 1852 J] avOpumivn / 


KTLoeL N* 


I Pet. 2:22 
ouapttay ovK enosnocvy ovbe evpeGn Sokoc cy Tw OTOUGTL avToV 


I. Ecol. 234.5 


III. evpeGn) nupedn XK 919 
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I Pet. 3:15 
{etowmove etvar] mpoc anokoytav (Tw enepwtwvtt) (nuac] mpoc Aovyor 
Tept thc ev [npsv] eArsdoc 
I. P.E. 7.¢.1, P.E. 14.4.1 (nuac + Tov, om, nepl, Kad quar 
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Both citations are memoriter,but both agree on ETE DOT MYT L 


and it appesrs likely that Eusebius was familiar with this form. 
There may be some question as to whether ite source is Eusebius' 
Wew Testement or thet of Origen. 


If, % enepwrevtt Or. Bas. Gyr. ] attovytes 


i Pet. 5:8 
© avTtSsiKocg juwv StoB0r0c we Acuv coTeVv wovonevoc 
I. Eel. 24.8 
Il, npov 241 642 1518 J vuw 


ecttv}) om. 


I Pet. $:13 
acnaleTat vieg n ev BoBvAwve ovvexAcKTH Kat LaoKOG Oo VLOG LOV 
he H.E. 140.18 
IIT. BafvAwve) own 1518 2138 
mg ng ele 
BobvAwyt)] + exxdAnota & 4 98 322 ve erm Thphyl. 


I dm. 1ii 
(1) o qv an apyne o axnKoomey © cwpakauevy TOLG OMBGAUOLG NUM Kab 
eGeacaucha Kat at yetpes Nw etnAagnoay mEept Tov Aoyou THG Can¢g 
a. Eel, 21:15 
Il. kat (before Geacaveba) ] o 


III. ewpoxaucy] coponauev B 


I Gn. 1:5 
© Beoc gwo COTLY Kab OKROTLG OVK COTY ev aquTw ovbeuta 


I. GE.T. 81.34 - 
II. ove cotiy cy aovtwa B 33 69 104 1288 cop aeth or, j 


€¥ avut® OVK COTLY 
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I Jn. 3:8 
{enes tag] © ToL Thy auapTiay ¢€K Tov SteBakov yeyevyntat 
I. Eel, 24,10 
II, yeyvyntet ( Or, )] corw 
ser bo 
Til. o) + S€ A 98 308 404 489 915 1838 k cop arm seth 
I Jn, 4314 
QreoTeAXCY TOV VIOY SHTNOG TOV KOGUOV 
Ty a ae 84, 10 
Il, ameotehvcv) aneotakke / anmeotethey 323 460 1739 
III, viov] + avtov 378 614 2422 And, 


PAUL 


Rom, 1:1-4 

(1) apwptowevocg cig evayyehtov Beov 
(2) © npoernyyetAato Sta Tey TPOMNTwaY avTOV ev YpapaLc ayratc 
(3) nept Tov viov avtov Tov yevouevov ex onepuatoc Savid Kata 
CapKa 
(4) tov optoBevtoc viov Seov ev Suvaucs Kata TVEVEE ayswovvnc 
me 46 Gg Ms 3.223 

Vs. 3 (ex onepuatoc Savt6 kata copna) 0.M.32.17, GE.T. 93,29 

Vs. 3 (ex onepuatoc Savi5): aE.T, 64.35 
IT. (3) Sav15] 60608 
III. (2) npoennyyetAato] + Sovvat 6 209 216 440 491 82% 
1149 1872 2298 

avTov}] om, 33 


Sav15}] + to 98 917 
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Rom, 1:19-20 
(19) 0 Beoc yap avtotc epavepwoe 
(20) Ta yap aopata avtov amo KTiGewe KOCUOV TOLE TOLNWAGL vooU- 
eva KaGopatas n Te atdioc avtov Svvautc Kat GesroTHc €4¢ TO €bVat 
avTove avanodkoyntovc 
I. Pyhorses.e.? 
Ve, 20 (ta yap ... Gesotnc) : P.B. 636.¢.5 

II. (19) o Geo yap RABCDFEG 5 6 33 69 383 429 436 
462 623 1288 fami3i9 1837 1898 1912 2298 Or. J o yap 
Geoc | 


Rom, 1:21+-22 

(21) yvovtec tov Beov ovy we Geoy ceéotacay 7 ( (nvyaptotnoay) 
GAAK ¢hatatwbrnoay ev Toc Stokoytonotc avTwy Kat coxoTscOn 4 
aovvTcoc avtav capdia 
(22) packovtec etvas soot cuwpavenoav [ott 64] nAdakoy thy 
Sofav tov ap8aptov Seov ev ovotwmUaTE EtKoVvOS P8aPTOV avOpuToV 
Kat TeTEChYwY Kat TeTOaTOSmy Kat Cone Twv 
I. Ves. 21422 (yvovtes ... enwpav6noay): P.E. 122.d.6 ( in vs. 
22, ~NnoOaYtTes yovv for gacKorTec) 

Ne, 22: P,E. 118.b.1 

In verse 21, the manuscripts of P.E, disagree, evyaptoTnoav 
being read by AH and nvyaptotnoay by BIO. The addition of B to 
the umimportant witnes@s IO, coupled with the fact that the New 
Testament support is very strong for nuyaptotnoavy appears to 
require its notation as a possible reading. Von Soden regarded 


evyaptotnoay as a "KeText"® reading. 
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II. (21) ? nvyaptotncay AACDE 33 69 98 241 323 37802830436 
462 489 547 642 823 876 913 915 927 1108 1288 fan, 
1319 1518 1611 1739 1831 1837 1838 #1852 41867 1872 1874 
1891 2005 2138 Clem. Gr. ] evyaptotnoor 
III. (21) @AA)] alia B 

avtay Kacéta) kapita avtwy DE lat ve 

(21-22) (xapSte)] + cas 


Rom, 1:25 
Kat cochacdynoey Kat chatpevoay TH KTLO€L TAPG TOY KTLOaYTG 
OG COTtv EVAOYHTOS €&G Tove atwvac 
I, P,B, 122.4.8 
filusions: P.E, 123.¢.8, @&.%. 117,16 
III. ty xttcerj] tyv nticwv 2401 


Rom, 1!26-27 

(26) at Te yao OnArctat avtwy veTNAAaEav THY QVCLKHY xpNnOLY eL¢ 
THY Tapa gvotv | ; 
(27) owowwc Ge Kat OF apocevec agevtTec THY OVOLKHY yoNoLY THC 
Onrketac efexavernoav ev TH opetet avtTav e41¢ adkAnAovc apoeveg ev 
apPOeot THY acynuOOVYNY KoTEpyalouEevoL Kalb THY ayYTtuLCOLaY NY 
eS€u Tn¢ rAavnc avtwy ey €avTtotc amoAauBovorytec 
I, {otal}: P.E, 300,0.8 

Vs. 26 (uetndAatav Thy ... mapa gvoty): PE, 248,2.8 

¥a, 27 (apoevec cv apoeot ... Katepyalouevot):P,E. 248,8,4 
Ii. (27) 6&6 AD GP ¥ 46 33 3 93 181 2168 255 323 330 
385 642 920 1108 1149 fam .1319 1611 1739 1838 1872 1908 
1928 2298 leat ve Clem, Ath. J re / om, 223 876 
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i apoevec (1) BDEG pee i7? 263 fam .1319 1618 2136 
2412" Op.) appevec 
III. (26) Xenoty) KTtoWw D ade 

pvow.w) + yonowy pe Lat vg arm 

(27) OnActac] arknOeracg 2412 

elexavdnoov] clexadnoay 2401 2423 

apoevec (2)] appevec NACW 5 33 181 98 330 420 623 
915 1175 1288 1827 1836 1898 1912 

&pocos) appecty x* A 5 33 Gi 98 177 181 319 356 
623 915 1288 1739 1827 1836 1898 1912 2412 Clem. Or. 
Ath, 

€avtosc) avtot¢ BK 323 


fom, 236-9 

(6) o¢ atoSwoet exaotw kata Ta €pya avtov 
(7) Toto pey nad vrouovny epyou ayabov Sotav cat Tawny Kat apeap~- 
orav Cntovor Cwny atwviov 
(8) tose & €& epsBetac Kat amtoTovon TH arnOeta re LGopevotc be 
TH adtkta opyn Kat Ovuocc 
(9) GAswec Kat oT¢voywpba emt Tacay Wwyny avopwrov Tov KaT¢eoyo~> 
{ouevov to Kaxov tovSatov TE TpwToV Kat CAANVOG 
I. PE. 580.46 
Il. (8) 68] 6e 

amtoTovot] ameovet at 

ansotovot fom, wev) XBDG 1739 1898 lat vg cop art 


aeth Or, J + wey 


grat Sater erer. end Sas wer || wt. 
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opyn Kat Bvuoqc NABDEG 5 31 33 35 43 69 93 255 
a 917 ee fam.i3i9 1739 1838 1898 2298 veg 
cop arm Or. ] @vpo¢ wat opyn 
III. (7) €ntovos] ene{ntovoi 920 1872 

epsBerac] eperOsac Rep ¢ 

(9) sovSatov ... eArnvoc] sovdatw cAAnves G1 69 460 965 
1898 


Rom, 2:15-16 


(6)petaéy cAANAWY TeV AOYtOuwY KeTHYOPOVYTHY ] Kat aTOkOvyoUUNEV EY 


4 


(16) ev nucpa ote Kpives o Seoc Ta KpUTTG Tev avOpurwy 
I. Vs. 15: P.E, 601.0.3 

Vs. 16: P.E, 580.4.5 
III. (15) Koytouwy) Stchoyicuwr G 


bo 
(16) ev nucoan ote] ev n nuepn B / ev quepa n A 88 cop 


Rom. 4:3 
ensotevocy Se eBoany Tw Gen Kar Chovyrodn ave cic SiKatoovrny 
I. . HE, 42.11 
Ill. 6€] om. D*FG 209 218 440 lat vg 
aPpacu to Gew] tw Sew oBpaau 31 69 268 370 Just. 


Rom, 6:8=9 
(8) eu S€ amedavoucv ovV ypLoTw TLOTEVOLEV OTL Kat CVENOONEY avTw 


(9) erBores oft yprotoc eyephetc CK VEKPwY OVKETL aTOOVNoKEt 


ul . 4 T= pe 
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20. Tischendorf mistakenly cites Eus, in agreement with 
the reading @vuoc nat opyn in verse 8, 
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Bavatog avTov ovKETL KUpLEvoES 
I. i, 34.10 
II, «uprevoes 314 623 1288 1319 2412 lat ve Ephr. 
Ambrst. Amb, ] «vpteves 
Ili. (8) S€] yao Fo tek 
P ov #] ovv- 4 2XABDEFGH 0121 33 43 104 181 255 256 
326 429 623 915 993 1175 1311 1319 1738 1836 1838 1845 
1898 1912 2004 
| ~(nooucv)] —{nowuey CKP 98 104 181 323 326 431 460 

489 623 915 917 1311 1758 1829 1873 1874 2401 _% / 
-~Cyooucba FG 

QvTw) Tw yptotw DEFG a e f z 

(9) ott] #0 242 489 1311 


Rom. 6:23 
To S€ yaptoua Tov Gcov Can atwviog €v ypLoTw tno Tw KYpPLw NLeY 
q. CM. 34.13 
(ev yptotem ... nawy js Gi. 34.15 


Rom, 7322-23 
saben yap Tw vouw Tov Gcov Kata TOY €ow avepwrov 
(23) Bretw Se ETEpOVY VOUOY €V TOLG pEeACOL POV aYTLOTPETEVONCVOY 
Tw Vouw TOV voor pov 
I. PB. GOl.e.1 
III. (22) Geov] vooc B 
(23) pov (1)] wot FG 


Tw vouw Tov vooc] om, A 
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| Rom, 8:3 
€¥Y OMOLOUGTL GapKog quapTtac 
I. Eel, 23.4, 24,11 


Rom, 8:17 
KANPOVOWOL Lev Beov ovyKAnpovonot Be ypLGTov e4srep ovUTacyouey 
tva kat ovvSolacGwnerv 
I. G,ii, 38.8 (om. pev for grammatical smoothness; 5¢ + Tov) 
(KAnpovopovc nev Ocov ovyKAnpovonouc S¢ yptotov): dk... 
£73, 10" | 
III. wAnpovouort pev] om. hin / OVYKANPOVOUO t D 
OvyKAnpOVoLOL ] ovYKANPOVOLOL NAB * DELP a. 
ovy(nacyouev) ] ovv— RAB*C DEPG / om. Pap 
(ovu)tracyouey] -nacywpey AP 31 33 69 216 1739 1908 
lat(some) Tert. 


Kat] om, Pap 


Rom. 9:29 
€t un KvVpLOS ceBawS evynaTeAtTEY Nuty Oncoua wo cofoue av eyevn- 
Gnuey Kat we youoppe av wuotwOnuev 
I. Bel, 27.12 
III. nvpr0oc] + Beoc 33 
evynat(eckurev) ] evnat— NDEFG 
(eveet)ekunev] —cXcurev AD EFGKLP 7 
wow dynuev} ono wwOnuev AFGLP Euthal 
Rom, 1026-7 
(6) pn eunnc [onow] (....) Tee avaByoetat e1¢ TOV OVpPavOY TOVTEO— 
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YPLOTOY KaTayoyetv 


(7) % Tk¢ KaTafnoetat erg THY aBvooov ToVTEOTLY ypLOTOV eK VeKpur 
avayaye tv . 
I. 48,7. 148.19 

The failure of Eusebius to add cv tT KapSta cov after cunnc 
is probably due to the manner in which this passage is cited, 
Since there is no support for this omission outside Eusebius. One 
may conjecture that @jotvy was added after cinne before Eusebius 
or his scribe noticed thet the inclusion of €v TH KapSta cov 
would be awkward. Of course adip of the eye is aleo a possible 


explanation of the omission. 
II, (6) ? camnc (ge, App. )] + ev tH xapbsa cov 
Ili. (7) ex vexpwey avoyayety)] avovyoyery ex vexpwy 226 1319 


Rom, 11:4 
KaTEAsTOV cuauTw EnTaKbLoytAtovGg avdpac oftveg ove exaytav yoru 


™ Baad 

I. Eel. 27.5 

III. wateAtmov] Kkatehketnov aceparp ¥Y 7 98 104 326 429 623 
915 919 1175 p.901319 1739 po, -1836 9, -1838 1845 


™] Te FG 
Rom. 11°25 
TO TAnpeua Tw cOvav cLioedon 
I. Bel. 138.27 
Rom, 11:33 


@ Baoc mAOVTOV Kat COMLac Kal yywoewo Beov we avetepevynta 


ve WR ay Soe y > < ' 
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efgtaaéed on ete eh oye edt lo ofS 2 sacuen We 
wclsedneo ost ‘on 
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S:Li ,woll 
whee Yetupxd AYO BrVaTIC DHOEO oOsALYOORD ERD oreens 


6%. 
E98 @&> o8t #0r 80. % ¥ gxpaeny Vorensemen f 
GbE SORT. 4 828L. guy MONE CNBR AUER 


TO KPlUaTe GVTOV Kat avettyvsaoTot at oS04 avTov 
is gdE.T. 146.16 
xox 
III. wxas(1}}] om. 321 41827 @ e ve Ir. Cyp. 
yvacewo}) *. Tov FG 33 


avetcpevynta] avefepauynta RABY 1311 


Rom. 12:17 
unSevys Kakov aytt Kakov anodtbovtec 


I. PE, 654,.4,.9 


Rom, 12:19 (ef. Deut. 32:35) 
Euou exSsxnorwg eyw avtanoSeow Acyet KVELOS 
I. PE. 531.¢.5 
III. exdsnnoic] exdixnoerc are or. 


avtatoSmeow)} avtanoSw PG 


Rom, 15:19 
OTO BEPOVOGANL Kab KVUKAw® pEXOt TOV sbAAVOLKOV 
I. H.E, 156.20, 192.1 

21 
Rom, 16:14 

{emet & 0 avUTOG anmooTOAOS EV Tabc ETL TEAEL MPOOHNHOECOLY THC TPOG 
PWUALOS UVNUNV TeTONTAL ETA TwY aAhwy Kat cpue) 
I. H.B, 190,18 





21. This is an important allusion. Eusebius’ other quotations 
from Rom. 16 are from the closing doxology, which may be found at 
the close of Rom, 14 (or Rom. 15 in Pap as well, This refer- 
ence constitutes proof that Rom. 16 was in the historian's copy 
of Rom. 
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Rom, 16:27 
porvw dopw Bew Sta wnoov yprotov n Sokay e1¢ Tove atwvac aunv 
I, d&,fT, 133.21 
II. yosorow B 234 322 f ar + ® / +avTo Pp 104 
296 1288 ‘liga arm aeth on, 
III. comw Gew)] ew cogw D 
tNcov xptotov] yptotov tnoov B 


aunvj] om. 76 263 385 1739 


I Gor, 1:9 
mtoToc Oo Geog Ss ov exdAnOnte €4¢ KOtVaViaY Tov viov avTov incov 
XOLCTOV TOV KVOLOV Tyuwy 
I. CM, 34,18 
Ill. 0) om. ¢ 
Ss] ve DFG 
ov] + kat 330 257 


I Gor, 1319-20 

(19) yeypantas yap aTokw THY COPLayY TwY COPuVy Kat THY OVVEOLY 
Tav ovvVETaVY aleTHOw 
(20) nov copoc Tov yponuatevg ov ovl{yTyTHC Tov atwvog ToVTOU 
I. P.E. 606.4.3 
III. (19) yop] om, D 489 

cvuvetwy] acvvetwvy FG 

(20) ov{ntntns] ovventntns NA BDEFG 98 181 203 256 506 
1s98 2004 | 
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I Gor. 1:24 

XPLCTOG Beov Svvayic cat Geov coora 
I. 2.7. 93.31, 139.25 (yprotog + yap), 140.4, Eel, 99.21 

(Allusions, all containing some part of citation in the nom 
inative case): H.E. 16,12, P.B. 118.4.9, 326.4.3; Eel. 103.10 

if the change from accusative to nominative indicated in 
App. If had been found in only one or two places it might have 
been explained as due to the syntax of the Eusebian context. 
Sinee thecusagée is so consistent however, and since agreement 
may be found, the non-Byzantine reading is adopted. WNoreover, 
the quotation of this verse at Eccl, 99,21 is introduced in a 
fashion that could easily have permitted the accusative: o tepoc 
anrooTtokog trarSevet Acywr. 
Il. xptotoc Pep (xe¢) ] xprotor 

Svvauss i } Svvautv 


copia Pap J] soptav 


.E Cer. 2230 

oc eyevndn (couta nutyv) ano Geov SiKatoovyy Te Kat aytaouoc 
Kar amokvTpwosc 
I. P,B, 546.b.5 (pty copia), Ecol, 198.19 (nuty copra) 

(og evyevnOn ... amo Beov): Eel, 99.22 pe 
II. ? copta nuty (Eus. 1:2 AB (nuwv) CDEFGP Pap 5 31 
33 69 88 98 181 431 491 623 915 917 1175 1288 fam .1319 
1912 ] nut comta (Bus. 2:1) 
III. cogta] n copia FG 

ano} + tov 378 623 1898 
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b 
Stkatoovyn te} nat Stxaroovvyn DFG 339 1108 1611 lat(some) 
vg Or. 


I Gor, 2:4 

kat o AoVoR (nuwy) Kat To KnpvVYUA OVE ev (TELBOL) COMLEE AOYor 
OhA €v anobertet mvevpatoc nat Svvauewc 

I. P.E, 7.b.1 (see comment on metGot below) 

Allusion (... To wey ev wesSot Kat teyvyn Aoywv...): HE. 
244.16 

The reading wet8o. is adopted with some hesitancy. Gifford 
accepted mew.Gorc in his edition of P.E., tt indicated that 
manuscripts AH of P.E. reed mesQ9os. The allusion from H.E, is 
not strong evidence in itself, but teken with P.E. A and H it 
makes wesGot probable. 

II. ? nuw]) pov 
enpvyia} + pov | 
ia dEun,. ad. oh elt Ny ete 223 440 1022 1960 
pesh ew Pipl 
sy Or. Ath. ] mewdoug (iis. ) 

AKoywy 1 #18 #35 42 205 209 216 234 440 605 lat 
mart arm Or, Ath, Epiph. J Aoyouc / om. FG ww 206 263 
429 1799 

mesGos NBDEPG waa 33 183 226 917 1175 i739 1912 
lat vg ae arm aeth mates) Or, Cyr. Chr. Thart. J] 

+ avOpwrntyng 
III. add] wrv\Aa B a, 


I Cor, 2:6+7 


(6) coptay S€ Achovucy cv ToLG TEKELOLG Goptay b€ ov Tov avwryoc 
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TovTov ovS€ TwY apyovTuy Tov GLtwyog TOVTOV Tay KaTapyouLevay 
(7) ava Aakovnevy Beov comtay ev uvoT nptw THY anToKeKpvumernY 
be |= BARS A 3 
Il. (7) Geov soptay RNABCDEFGP eam iar: 5 7.33 69 98 
177 206 218 226 241 257 330 431 436 462 489 623 876 
915 920 1108 1175 1245 1288 fam .1319 1610 1611 1739 1758 
1799 1837 1838 1891 2143 lat vg arm Clem Or. Bas. Cyr.) 
coptav 8<eov 


III. AcAovuev] AcAwuery 33 


I Gor, 2:9 

G o@Gadkuos ovK exSev Kat OVG OVK NKOVOEY Kat ems Kapdtav avOputov 
ove a eByn a HToOtwacer o Beoc ToL¢ ayanmwotVY aVvTov 
Ie P.E. 569.b.4 (om first a, opOarpoc + yap), C.M, 5.18 
é0 for first a, ove ove for Kat vovg oven, ovSe for second Kat), 
H.B. 882.21 (with several variants clearly due to context). 

(a opGcduoc ... ovK aveByn): C,H, 57.32 

Allusion: C.M. 5.22 


III. evSev] otSev 216 483 1518 2401 Clem. kus, 


. ro 
fhart. / Sev CP Glen. Bas. 
ro 


a(2)] ooa ABC 919 Clem. Cyr. 


I Cor. 2312-14 
(12) nuete S¢€ ov To mVEev~A TOV KOCHOV ¢AqBouEY GAha TO TYEVLG TO 
€K Tov Beov tva wSwuev Ta vTO Tov Beov yapro8evTa NuLy 
(13) a kat Aakovuewy ova ev SsSaxtotc avGowmsyng so~tacg AoYOLS GAA 
ev &6t5antotc TMVEVURTOG «.---- TVEUPOT EKG TVEVUaATLKOLC oVvYKpI— 
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(14) ¥yxtkoc S€ avGpwnog ov SexeTat Ta Tov nVEvUATOSE Tov Gcov uwpla 
Yap GUT® €COTLY Kat OV SuVaTal Yvwvat OTL TYEVUATIKwWS avaKpLVETaL 
I, Ves. 12-14:C.i, 13.28 {in vs. 13, TVevuato€ + avytov) 

Ves. 12-14 (ta vno tov Geov,.. avaxptvetat): C.i. 16.8 
(In vs, 13, substitute summary word dadkew for a Kat AgAovuey, 
ovyKptvovtac for ovykptvovtec; in vs. 14 add ovSe Vvoncac onwe 
€Xex8H To before YeyiKoc end om, be) 

Ve. 14 (vytnog ... cottv): P.E. 581.6.5 (yap for Se) 

Allusions: C.M. 16.16-20 (confirms nvevuatixa nvevpat txotc) 

The two C.M. passages are both lengthy enough to have requir~ 
ed consultation of the New Testament for quotation. And C.M. 16.8 
is also guaranteed to be a quotation by the strategic placing of 
the summery word Aodety and by Eusebiusf charge concerning Maré 
cellus' ov&e vonoac onwe eheyOn. The only reading in which the 
two O.M. eitations seriously disagree is with respect to the 
addition or omission of ayiov after nvevuatog in verse 13. Why 
eytov, once in the text, should be intentionally omitted by a 
scribe is hard to understand. On the other hend a number of con=- 
siderations may be advanced to account for its addition. In the 
first place, verses 12 and 13 both contain the word mvevua modi- 
fied by the phrase To ex tov Beov Or tov Geov which might sug- 
gest the simple adjective oaytov. Moreover, in verse 12, nrevue 
TO €K Tov Geov is contrasted with nvevua tov koowov; the con= 
trast might suggest the addition, Other reasons may also be sug- 
gested, such as the habitual coupling of the words nvevua and 
a@yloc, or the scribe's knowledge of a New Testament in which the 
addition appeared. The omission must be accepted as Eusebius’ 


readi ng. 
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There can be no doubt in the face of all the evidence about 
the words mvevuatika nvevuateKotc. 
= {12) wSepev DEFGLP 5 33 69 179 218 221 226 241 255 
poor 378 383.623 635 639 794 876 1149 1836 1845 1872 
2004 2298 2412 or, Ath. J) esbauer /  yomev 1898 
(13) mvevuetoc (Bus, 121) AABCDFG ¥ ne ag 6 33 38 181 
218 424 431 436 618 917 #1175 1288 1739 1829 1836 1848 
1874 1912 1944 2125 lat ve ay Oy arm Clem Or, ] + 
aytov (Eus. 1:1) 
TVEVEGT IKE TYCDUGTLKOIG] TYVEvMGTLKOLG TV eDUaT LKa 
III. (12) mvevua(1)]) + to 203 257 506 665 2401 2412 
Koonov] + Tovtov DEPG ff g¢g A sg erm Or, 
¢heBoucvy }] AcAovuev 203 606 
70 ex] 6m, 5 98 623 915 
vio] ex 326 330 489 927 
wal + nat 2 823 
tov(3)} om P 103 489 1913 
(13) a] om FG 
MVEVEATLKOLCR nvevuctixwo B 33 
(14) tov Geov] om, 2 216 255 330 440 823 1827 / 
@cov 1827 1898 
 @vtm)] om, A 


ova Kptvetau:] Kptvetas 177 337 


I Gor. 3211 
Geucrsov yao addov ovSerc SuvaTat Oetvat Tapa Tov KéeLWEVOV OC 


EOTIV bNGOVS YPLOTOG 
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I. Bel, 193.22 
22 
II. tnoovg (All uncials which have yprotoc, except C* ) + © 
III. O€tvat napa tov Ketucvov] nape tov Ketmevov Gervas 33 
1288 
c 2 | 
tNGOVE XPLGTOG] xpLoTOg ENGoVE C DEF 263 lat ve Or. 
f- noovg = G* 177° Cyr, 


I Sor, 3:19 
1 YaP GoPta TOV KOCHLOV TOVTOV uwota Tapa Tw Bew €oTE 
Ivo *.B. 6064.2 
III. te] om, CDEFG 440 Clem, Or, 


I Cor, 4:9 
Geatpov evyerynGnucy Tw Koouw Kat ayyeAotc Kat avdpwrote 


I. PLE, 584.a,4 


I Gor, 4:11-12 | 

(1) wexypt THC apTL weac Kab TEtvopey Kat Sisouev Kal YUMYATCcVOUEY 
kat cokogpiloucba Kat actatovpuey 
(12) ... Aosdopovuevon evroyouuey SteKowerot aveyoueda 
(13) Suconuovperos TEPAKGAOVECY wc TEPtRaGapaTa Tov KoOuOV 
evyevnonucy 
t. PE, 584.0.5 (... in Gifford's text) 

Ves, 12-13 (AotSopovucvos ... mapaKavovuey): P.E. 655.4.3 





22. The reading in Apparatus II has been disregarded, Tischen- 
dorf's end von Soden's information is too incomplete for this 
to be tabulated, but apparently all manuscripts with a signifi- 
cant relationship to the text of Eusebius omit the 9, 
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The ... indicates the omission of kat KoTimuey coyalouevos 
Tate sStarc xeooty in the eritical edition; the words were pro- 
bably in Eusebius' New Testament. There are no witnesses to 
their omission. 
II. (11) wexatnce 1611 chr. Thart. J expe me / wo Fe 

(13) Svoqnuovucvos RX AG Pap 33 181 1175 1288 1836 
1898 Or, ] PAaconuovueros | 
III. (11) youvntevonev] youvitevouey.. NACBODERGP ¥ 2 31 69 
98 i177 206 223 226 2657 436 536 547 637 823 1837 1960 
2298 

(12) AosSopovpevos] + Kat PG 


Stwxouevor)] + Kat FG 


I Sor, 7231 
TEPAYEL ‘Yao TO oyna TOV KOGUOW ToOVTOV 


I. P.E, 559.b.5 


I “or, 8:6 

Nuty etc Seoc o natTnp cf ov Ta tavta (...) Kab €4G KUPLOS tNOOVC 
yetotoc 6s ov Té& navta 
I. di. 7, 65.3, 89.33, 90.15, 100.27 

(nury cic Beoc... €f ov Ta navta): dk.T, 90.3 

(e1G Kuptoc ... Ta mavta): de, T, 90.7, 92.14 ( + NuLY before 
€4c Kvptoc) 

The omission of kay nuetc €t¢ avToVY mist be regarded as 
doubtful in view of the absence of supporting witnesses. It is 
probably to be explained as due to the nature of the debate 
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(chiefly Christological) in which Eusebius was engeged; that is 
to say, it may heave appeared superfluous and therefore awkward 
with respect to his main argument. Yet, it is omitted so regu- 
larly that it cannot be passed over without noting it. 
TI. nev en at B am Ir. ] oAA nut 

? nmavta (1)] + kat queso €4¢ avtov 
III. et¢ (1)] +o PG 2412 

8€0¢) om. RN / + Kat nee 

wnoove] #0 p 

xPvoToc) om, a* Hil. 

ov (2)} oy B aeth Epiph. 


I Cor, 10:4 

eTmLVOV Yao €K TYVEVURTLKNCG aKkokovGovenc TeTpac 7m TeTpa Se HY oO 
XPLotos 
I. @z&.7, 90.24 (n Se neTpa) 

(n metTpa S¢ nv o xyptotoc) : Eel. 46.4 

The word-order of the shorter quotation was originally adopt- 
ed because it deperts from the Texztus Receptus and because it 
is introduced rather elaborately ("But the Apostle identifies 
the rock, saying...."). Subsequently, it was discovered that 
by. von Soden'’s count Eusebius reads 5€ efter nmetpa in five of 
nine instances; Tischendorf actually cites seven passages in 
Eusebius where the S€ is found after netpa. 


Eel. 
II.n tetpa S€ (Eus, ) BDEFG 330 1739 Or. Ath.) yn Se 
 o 
métoa (Bus. ) 
“aie 46 
III, enivov] eretov Pap 
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I Cor. 10:9 
unde exnetpalwucy tov yorotov KaQwo tives avTwY eTELpacaY Kat 
VIO Tav OMELV aNwWAOVTO 
I. GE.T, 90,26 
Il. xKaSwg RABCDFG ong0. 2 6 31 33 38 68 98 104 181 
206 218 241 256 263 326 330 378 429 431 462 467 823 
876 915 917 920 1176 1288 1311 1319 1610 1611 1739 
1758 1799 1829 1838 1839 1845 1874 1898 2004 2127 lat 
8a bo cod 
vz cop arm Ir, Euthal. J + «as 
Ill. exmerpalwuev] Fespolmmevy 33 1912 / exnetpacwucy FG 
yptotov] kvptoy ABCHP 0121 2 6 33 104 181 256 263 
326 424 436 460 467 917 1175 1319 1739 1836 1837 1838 
1s98 2004 / @eov A 2° 1288 ee 
kabwe)} wo 876 7 
avtwy} om, & 2 106 205 823 2298 / avtov L 223 
2004 
Enetpacay) cfleretpooay RCDFGP ee * 31 33 38 69 
181 206 218 256 263 330 431 436 1175 1288 1319 1739 
1799 1837 18628 1906 2127 
vio} amo 1799 “A 
amwkovtor ] anwkAvyto 8B Pap 330 794 1311 


I Gor. 10:20 
OTt a Ovoveot Satwoviotc Kat ov Sew Gvovory 
I. PLE. 161.a.4 be 
II. @vovos. (1,2) AABCDEFGP Pap (om. second 6 31 69 104 ( 
@vet, second) 181 263 330 431 460(@ve1, second ) 1108 1175 





ly 































ROL. .tcd 'T) 


ige¥ Nobequ2at> wetdn S9WUT Swfion WoTOIgyY we 7 
ay pay vi) 


fo aK: 


3) A. 
rat ..208 8@ 8 86 s8 2 & SS qed : 


es veh Ses 105 C88 BYE CBB Oe See nage 
‘eayt [ror oret eter et e6er Stas ose 9 
fai WSIS #005 SOAL BTL ebet BEBE GCEBe 
jon + [ re pactaiaen al er. 4 

YE vaywooguatas \, SOE SE ¥aue0@ 12% F 

nes ad tet sor £8 8 S [tO SIDE) seeeey 
eer weer eset eer erer ever tue Toh OSB 
nail BESr "s A voo®e \ 

ens Jd woryo \ SOS S88 GOS 8OF SH ae 


ue 


ob 
eo Sb sc tt © et «eK, vonequonats £ 


CkNr Ofo2 Baar e@str och fea O8S Bae lay 
aus 

oetr ono 
rrer see Ose rine an orwusswne £ 407" 0 


O820L nad 1. 


vets 
) OF G8 18) & Hnenee, par, one 


ever @ont (- cpeita eel call ea a 


6 : he io if 
4 a i “) AP 3 Py 
‘i iy 


We 

; + 
" s 

hy > 


iT 


307 
1288 fam.i319 1611 1739 1829 1836 1838 1898 1912 
Sethalies ; ] Bver | 
6vovos BDEFG d e m ert, Aug. ) ta cOvy 
Kat ov Gew Gvovoww ABCD 6 31 33 69 181 255 917 
1175 1288 fam.i1319 1739 1836 1898 2298 arm Or, wen 
Oveb Kat ov Bew 


III. ott] om. DFG lat ve 


I Cer. 11:3 
Kepadn S€ Tov ypiotov o Beoc 
I. GE,T. 69.31, 104.7 (yap fom Se, om, tov) 
TI. tow (fus. 151) RABDE 6 31 33 43 69 98 181 256 263 
431 436 915 917 1288 1319 1611 1829 1836 1837 1852 1874 
1898 2127 Clem, min ] on. 


Ili. S€}] om. FG 


I Gor. 12:8-10 

(8) wuey yap Sta tov nvevuatoc StboTat Aoyo>o coptac akhw Se Aoyoc 
YYHOEUS KATA TO avTo nvevra 
(9) ETEPW TLOTLG CV Tw GUTH TVEVUGTL...- 
{10) adrAw mp0gnTe ta 
I. Ves. 89 (as above): 4&.T. 163.27 

Wes. 8-10 (Ss60Tat ... mpognteta)s G.u, 13.11 (Vs. 8, om, 
Se) 

Half of verses 9 and 10 ere missing from the quotation in 
¢.H. 13.11. This omission is certainly not to be considered as 
due to the textual tradition behind Eusebius’ Hew Testament. 


ben 


ERS 
TS2 


2av04 38 whhn 292990 poy~od soreded poTagua we aot p20 


Tre 


iodd 


@éR 
Seal 


&o .6 


nt noltetom adv wort yoteeta @ts OL is  seewy.t0 
es Setehienco ed es ten yimtadeuae al ggtandwo 2fdt 


Jinn eo wo SenttONe aap IRN, hantent 


SEer 


cas 


rsf 
Test 


acer Beet S88h een cote 


rv6o.ot { sowh 20eT mo @ Be 
rer @2 8 f 8 Cogan seotowl wr 
@ «0 mse BOSD S81 Bhar ENE : 


(wor «mo .96 03 any) FedOe _ 
se eh eh. os me 8 wen Ge 


StBI 


2¥) 28.8 


4d :(oaotrgcaw . « 4070605) Of-8 




















a | 
4 
iéta 
va 


az 


Vig 


- 7” ies 
a 


sil soo 2 
3090 © MOTORgE 


essr ifdt ba eect fe af 
ot me lke son fl 
a 


ouvatr Ofep oF 
oe eS TMICIVE ATED wT pa ton @ | 
/ geet PpOgT afi 


#2 .5eL «0,80 shoveda en) 0-3 ..901 
; a 
= 


/ Lene aia 


é 
r) 





7 Gece 
eee 41,4, re ai te of f 5) 


308 
The variant is due to homoioteleu ton; the seribes eye has skipped 
from one gkkm to another, thus bringing sbout a considerable 
omission. The scribe involved may heve been any one of three: 
the copyist who produced the New Testament used by Eusebius, the 
stenographer who prepared C.M., or some subsequent copyist of 
C.%. In any case, even if the variant was in Eusebius’ New Tes- 
tament, it is a seribel blunder, and does not belong to the tra- 
dition behind Eusebius * New Testament. 
II, (9) etepw ~w*BDEFG rig 0201 424** 1739 1908 lat 
We bah ie Clem, Or. Hil. ] + be | 
'*'. (10) adAw DFG Pap’ vg lat arm Clem. ] + &¢ 
IlI. (8) ow] tw 2412 
Sta tov nvevuatoc SeboTtat] StS0tat Sia tov nv)e fag 
(9) avtw] om, to" 


von Boden 
810) npogntetal] mpognterar (us. ) 181 


I, Cor, 13:9 

€x pepovc (..)yivwoKoucvy Kab CK LEPOVE TPOONTcvomeY 
I. @&.F. 274.13 

The omission of yap in Eusebius’ New Testament 1s doubtful; 
in the context from which this passage is taken yap is really 
superfluous and may have been omitted intentionally. se PEP 
III. tuepove (om. yap ) 424** aeth } + yap (Hus, von ~ ) 
/ 6e fam, 2412 223 1022 1960 2423 


I Cor. 15:3 


napeSwka Yao VULY EV TOWTOLG O Kab TapeAGBoy OTL ypLOTOC ancBavey 
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VTECH THY GUAPTLOV NuwY KaTa TaG ypamaG Kat OTL €TagH 
I. Eel. 226,27 
III. sat] om, 1898 Ir. Hil. Ambr. 
xPtGTOG] © xypLtoTog 242 823 
© Kat mapeAaBov] om Ir. Tert. Hil. Am. Ambrst, 


I Cor, 15:5-6 
(weta THY CK VeKpwY EYEPCLY wodak aVTOV YNCaYTL TpwTOY eV KNOG 
€N€LTa TOLG SwSena Kat pETa TOVTOVS enoVw TEYTaKOCLOLG adeAQOLG 
epattag wY TLVaG WEY CPaAcKEY KEKOLUNCBaL TOVG TACLOUG § eTs Tw 
Biw kad oY KaLPOY avTw TavTa oVVeTaTTETO TEpLUEVE LY ] 
TI. HE, 62,11 

While this allusion cannot be a direct quotation from the 
Apostle, Eusebius introduces it as being from Peul and twice 
interrupts with words ( ynoavtt, e~oonevy ) which would make it 
appear that Husebius was referring to the passage before setting 
ite contents down. If so, he was making no attempt at verbal 
accuracy. 

Yet, because of these indications thet the New Testament 
was open before him, variants for which there is agreement in 
other witnesses to the New Testament text may be significant, 
In this allusion, only two variants receive support from suthori- 
ties other than Eusebius. These varients are enmesta for cite 
in verse G end tActove (Textus Receptus) rather than mretover 
in verse 7, Of these, Tove mActove is required by mepiuevesy 
and is probably not genyine, especially in view of the fact that 
Tischendorf cites mE 2: as reading waetovec. 
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Unique readings in this allusion which do not deserve « 


place in the subsequent Apparatus, but which may be noted as in- 
teresting are: Mpwtov before KNOG in verse 5, Kat WET TOVTOUC 
(cf. similer variant, Kat ueTa Tavta; attested for verse 5) for 
evetTG in verse 6, the omission of €€ before ©” in verse 6, 
and the compound TEptwevetv for pEvOVOLY in verse 7. 

Il. %(5) enesta RA 31 33 6S 98 181 257 431 440 623° 
794 915 917 998 1175 1288 1311 1829 1836 1874 1898 2401 


2412 J eita / at ueta navta DYFG 


I Cor, 15:24 

{rapadwoety] thy Bacthketavy Tw Sew Kat TaTpPL OTaY KaTapynon Tacayv 
apynv Kat nacov ¢cfovoray kat Suvaquty 
I. (mv Baoctkctav ... matps): de.f. 175.5, 175.22 (tw dew 
Kat TaTps Thy Bootheray napabwoety) 

(cotav ... Svvauiy): dé.T. 178.29 
III. tw Sew] tov Geov A 1319 

nmatpt} mve F 

macav (2)} om. 876 1319 1898 


Kat (3) + nacav 33 


I Cor. 15:25-26 
(25) Seu yap avtov Bacthkevervy axpt ov On Tovg €xBpovc vTO ToOUC 
moSa¢ avtov 
(26) eoyatoc eyS8poc xatapyettat o Bavatoc 
I. Vee. 25-28; a8.T. 171.22 
Vs. 25 (6¢4 ... moSac avtov): daB,T. 169.33 (ewc av for 


axpt ov) 
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Vs. 26 (Allusion): d&.T. 172.32 

At d&.T. 169.33 it appears that Eusebius may be using Mar- 
cellus’ form of this verse; ewe ay is Marcellus’ reading da£.T, 
170.2. Eusebius criticizes Narcellus' exegesis in which Mercel- 
lus attempts to make ewe and ayps refer to a well-defined time. 
Il, amas: _— NAB? peat 33 623 917 1288 1739 Or. 
Buthal. we AXPLG 

axps ov Gus. 1:1) a* ABDFGP Pap 7 meni § 6 33 98 

scree sa bo 

104 206 436 454 467 623 917 1288 1912 a cop 
Or. Epiph, Euthel. J ov (us. 1:1) 

89 ¥ Beton. ] + moytac 
III. (25) ey8povc] + avrov aFG 33 88 98 104 241 1799 f g 
r bina gn aeth Or, MWMeion. Epiph. Cyr. Tert. 

avtov] om, FG 


c 
(26)as above ] transposed to position in Fo. 2% oy 983 
cod 
180. Euthel. 


i. Gor. 15:28 
otay S€ avTw vrotayn Ta Ta¥Ta ToTe Kat avtoc ( o vioc) vroTtayn- 
C€Tat Tw vrotakavTt avtw Ta TevTa t¥a 4 O GEOG Ta ToYTa cv NacLY 
I. dz,.T, 171.23 @m, © viocg), 171.33 ( Ta wavta avtw vrotayn) 
(Kat avToc © Vio 2... avT@ Ta TavTa): dEL.T, 174.1 
(sva 7 © Geog Ta TaYTa cy MaoLy): GE,T. 174.8, 175,29, 180,10 
(o @doc navta ev naotv): GE.T. 175,16, 181.3, and elsewhore 
The variant tq navta avtw vnotayn &t dk.T, 171.33 offers 
no real problem, The order of the words avtw vnoteyn is the 


same as in 66.7. 171.23 and ta navta has probably been moved in 
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S12 
the citation at 171.33 for the sake of emphasis. 

But whether o viog should be read is a more difficult ques- 
tion. One might argue that o vio¢g has been added in the second 
citation (di.?. 171,33) to make the distinetion between avtoc 
and avtTw more clear. But the New Testament manuscript evidence 
80 completely opposes the omigsion of o viog that this argument 
seems weak, Moreover, the omission is Marcellus' regular reading 
(@i.T, 108.4 and earlier pages)and there is always the possibil- 
ity that Marcellus' form of the verse has influenced Eusebius at 
a£.f. 171.23 (cf. I Cor. 15:25), The reference to this verse 
found at d&.T. 174.1 contains o vioc. ‘the inclusion of 9 vio¢ 
is adopted as the form found in Eusebius' New Testament; a ques- 
tion mark in front of this reading in Apparatus III indicetes 
that there is some doubt about it. 
II. avtw vrotayyn ta navta DEF Ir. Or. ] vrotayn avtw ta navta 
/ om, 2401*% 2412 
III. nat} om. BOEFG 33 1319 #1739 ve Ir. Or. 

20 ones (Bus. 2:1)] om, (Bus, 1'2) Tert. Hips. Hil, Meell. 


cod 
ta(3)] om. ABD* 33 Hipp. eell. Euthel, 


I Gor, 15:33 
pberpovor (yap) n On yPNOTa optAtat KaKat 
I. P,E, 249,a.5 
yao is doubtful since it is closely related to the non- 
Biblical context in which the citation is found. 


"Ss ee cites Eusebius for the omission of 
a {q3 
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Zyep 98 1108 1611+ sy. Ath}” -on, 


I, Cor, 15:41 

arkAn Sofa NAtov Kat arn Soka cednvnc kat GAAH Sofa aoTeopwy actepe 
yap actepog Stapepesy ev boty 
be BoB. 326.0.5 

(cénc S¢ ovpavw kat NAtw Kat ceAnvy actTepa aoTepog Stapepety 
cy S0fn): F.2. 326,.a.10 
II. aotepa] aotnp 

Siapepetv]) Stapepes 
TII AA (1)] + Se PG 

| Kat adkAn} akan be FG al 
Kat (2)] om. veg cop arm Or. Tert. 
yoo) om. 876 1912 Or, 


II Cor, 1:3 
TOV KVPLOV NuwY tOCOV ypLCTOV 


i. 48,2. 164.16 


It Gor, 3:3 
Shakeviaheterks@cverc GAAX ¢v mAakty wo olknOwc (aupStatc) oapntrate 
I. Pa. 948.17 
This reference illustrates effectively the fact thet even 
critical texts of the Fathers leave us with uncertainties. Only 
one manuscript of Hifi/, R, reads «apStac originally. fT and E 


have been corrected to read nxapdtag. And napStac was adopted 
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24 
by sie 6h te Lawlor end Sulton adopted «xapdtatc in agreement 


with ATE, 


II. @¢ arnOwo kapSiacg capKivatc wyn] Kepdtac oapKivatc 


HBL, 3 MSS 
? napdtatc (us, ) NABCDEGLP and others ] napSsac 
H.E., 3Ss bd 
( us. ) FP 2 489 1912 lat vg cop Ir. Or. ana 
others 


Il Gor, 3:5+6 
(5) 4 txavoTtnc nue ex tov Geov 


(6) 0¢ Kab tKavwoevy nuac StaKkovovc Katyncg Sta@nKNc 
I. PLES ’ Tun. 7 P i 
III.(6) nj om, 917 1836 1898 
wis 46 
oc] wc Pap 


(6) xat] om, 920 1611 112108 


ii Gor, 3317 
o 5€ K¥PLOS TO VEDA COTLY 


I. @E.T. 93.31, 163.11 


II Cor, 4:3=4 
(3) €s S€ Kat coTLY KEeKakvELCVOV TO evayyeALOY Huw CY TOLC amoAy 
AVUEVOLSG €OTLY KEKOADUNCVOV 


(4) ev otc 0 S€0c TOV alwvocg TOVTOV €TUGAwWOEV TH VORLATG TwY 





Lemtenmenienihedeaemnall 


24. Op, elt., P.M, 13.7 


25, ‘The reading xapStare 18 attested by virtually all witnesses. 
If. napStac is the correc reading, Eusebius attestation would 
be very significant, However, it is impossible to make a final 
decision between xapStac @nd xKapdSsatc. Both readings are 
disregarded in the analysis of the text, 
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arLoTw@v HHOC TO MH KaTavyadat €V Tatc KapdStats avUT@v TOY OwHTLOWOV 
TOV €VGYYEALOV TOV yOLOTOV OC COTLV ELKwVY Tov Beov 
I. 4&.T. 93.8. 

Vs. 3 (*Llusion): Ecl. 106.7 


Ii. (4) 1] Te 
MOG Or. Epiph.] €8¢ 
Katavyacat CDE 255 256 263 1175 1319 1912 2127 or, 
Epiph. J avyacat / Stavyacat A 33 38 104 218 467 642 
1838 1906 | 
KaTavyacat NABCDFG ear 33 256 326 1175 1288 
1739 1852 1906 list Or, ] + avtoes 
€v Tats capdsatc ovtwv] om, 
TOV eveyreAtov] + tac Sofnc 
III, (3) nat} om. Pap = 323 440 998 1311 1898 2401 2412 
anokAvmcvotc] anoAvucvotc FG ‘ows / OTOKCAVUEV OLS 
1799 
(4) yptotov}] nvptov C / Beov 235 
tov (4)] om. Pap 
Beov] + Tov aopatov x LP 5 31 69 104 205 206 223 
234 256 263 296 326 330 429 436 467 623 1175 1288 1311 
1319 16411 1799 1837 1838 1908 1912 1944 2004 2005 vg 


ome ) arm and others 


II Gor. 4:18 
(..}) okonovytay nuwy (ov) ta BArAcTOweva GAda Ta YN BrXeTOvUCVa Ta 


yao BAecnoueva TpOCKatpa Ta S€ wn BAcTOMEVa atevia 
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P.E, 606.4.7 


The variants are doubtful. They serve little purpose except 
to emphasize the point of the first clause. Such an alteration 
would be unusual for a mere scribe, but not for an suthor, Euse~ 
bius way have made these changes himself, They are exhibited in 
view of the possibility of later discovery of manuscripts of the 
New Testament which agree, 

Il. T{ om. pn before oKonouvtwy) } + un 

? ov} om, 

III. cxonovytuv nuwy) cxonovyvteq DFG die ¢ 

TpOCKatpa)] + ectiy FG ff eg PY vwe Or. 

S€}] om. ae 


Ik Cor. $:1 
OTL €aY H ETKYVELOG Huwy Otnta Tov oxnvovuc Katardvdn orKodouny ex 
QeOv CYOUCY OLKLOY aYELPOTIOLNTOV atwytov EY TOLG ovpavotLc 
I. P.E. 662.¢.8 
46 

III. netodv6n) + ott DEFG Pap let veg 

otxoSouny ex Seov] ex Beov ovKkoSounv Pap 

ex Geov exoucv] cyouev ex Beov 489 1912 2143 


ossay) + ove FG 


II Cor. 5:4 
€9 w ov Sedoucy exdvoac8at oA’ enevivoacbat t¥a KatTaro6n To 


8ynTov vro THS Cwnc 
I. G@E.T. 173.24, 166.13 (partially conjectural ) 


(@vntov ure the Cwnc): ds.t. 173.350 
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schol 
IIl. exSvoactat] cvivoacdat 3 103 242 440 1311 1926 
GAA] adkAa A 


bo 
@yvtoy] + tovto FG cop Tert. 


II Cor. 5:8 

[exSnuovytec] (amo) tov cmatoc [evénuovucy] (Tw xppte) 
x. ?.. 662.8.2 

This citation is a good example of the problems connected 
with the use of short quotation which may be memoriter. The ano 
has agreement from manuscripts which agree with Eusebius frequent- 
ly. Is Tw kvptw accurate though memoriter or is it paraphras- 
tic? 
Il. ? avo 69 255 fam .1319 1898 1912 Yr vg ex / on. 
X* 5 206 1831 


? Tw nvptiw])] TpOG Tov KUpLOV 


It Cor. 5:10 
{[navtac S¢tv mapactnoeo8at Tw Byatt Tov Geov] tva Koutontar 
e€xactoc ta Sta Tov cwuatocg mp0C a enpatev ette ayaBov ete Pavrov 


I. P,E, 580.4.2 
P.E., ps, Tiseh. 
II. @avrov (Eus.  ) RODEPG 31 33 69 218 255 . 
co 
$26 642 1288 fam.i319 1739 1906 2005 Or, Ath, Euthal. 
ps, Tisch. 
Gyr.] naxov (Eus. ) 


III. ta ... npo¢c a Ja... OM. mpoc a DFG / ta... 0 VY 2401 
ff - TM see THOS O ae 635 
Sta] s5ea Pap 623 lat arm Or. Thdrt. Cyp. 
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II Cor. 5:17 
€b TLC OVV EV YOLOTH KabYT KTLOLG 


I. @E.T. 141.11 


II. ovv]} on, 


II Cor. 5:19 

Geog HY EY XPLOTW KOCUOVY KaTahAnCOwY eavTw un AoyECOUCVOS avTOLG 
Ta Tapantouata . 
I. P.E. 3.0.6 (8¢0¢ + yap) 

(Ocoq ... eavtw) : ak. tT. 73.36 

At P.E, 3.b.6,I1G read tv KOCHw KaTad\acowv cavTol; the 
reading is close to that of 2005, which has "V¥ Koopw €avtw 
Kat akecouv 


46 
III. Beoc] o Geog FG Pap 216 440 


II Cor. 5:21 
un YVoOvTa avToV aLicpTtayY VIED NuwY auapTLaY eTOLNoEY 


I. Eel. 24.13 


II Cor, 6:16 (Lev. 26:12) 

EVOLKNOW CV aVTOLC Kat eumeptmatnow (ev avToLc) Kat coouat avTur 
Geos Kat avTot eoovTat ov Aaoc 
I.  @&.T. 174.10, H.E. 878.25 (om. secona ¢¥ avTotc, pot for 
wou), P.E. 170.d.9 (om, second €¥ avToOtC, except in BO; pos 
for wov) 

Allusions: di.T. 174.16 (cunepinatwvy ev avtotc), 175,25 
(cuncpsmatovvta cv avToLc, but €vVOkKOVYTG without €¥ aVvToOtG), 


181.4 (cvounnow €v avToLG Kat CuTeptTaTnow). 
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The reading ev avtotc may be a “Septuagint~-ism", However, 
the verse is proved by the presence of cvoinow ev avtowg to be 
from II Cor. 6:16 and the pronouns in the LXX of Lev. 26:12 are 
all in the second person, 
Il. 7? ev avtors (2)]) ‘om, 

uov (Rus. 1:2) BCP 016 31 33 1739 awe wos (Bus. 2:1) 
Til. eureptnatnow) evnepinatnow BYCD*FG Pap 


avtay] avtoig FGP g Or, 


II Cor, 10:5 
fav vViwuc ¢Tatpouevovy Kata THG yywoewo Tov Beov 
hero Bs B. 136.5 
IIll« yvwoewe] Sofne 33 


Ii Cor. 11:29 
TUG ao8eves Kat ove acOevm TiC onavicrt{eTat Kat ovuK cyw 
mvpOvUaL 
Te Eel, 231.6 


(tiq aoGeves «.. aodevw) * Ecol. 221.18 


Gel. Isl 
MavrAOG anmooToAOS ove an avOpumav ovde 6s (av@penwy) odra Sta 
wTNCOV YpLOTOV 
I. G.M. 6.25 (av@pwnrov for second av@pumev) 
(ovn ¢£ avOpunwy ovbe 6s avépwnwy 64 anoKnadvyewo 6 avtov 
LNOoV X¥PLOTOV Kat Ocov MaTPOG TOU eVELpaYTog oVTOY EK VeKpwr): 


H.E, 108,20 
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The reading 6: ovGpwnayv is very doubtful. The passage from 
H,E, which contains the variant is obviously paraphrastic and 
memoriter. However, in spite of the absence of any indication of 
the fact in the criticsel apparatus of C.M., there is apparently 
at least one manuscript of C.M, which has oav@pwnev. Tischen= 
Gorf cites this passage in 0.M. in support of av@pwnrav, but 
with the added comment sed non cod ven. Von Soden mistakenly 
attributes the citation to Marcellus, but also assigns to it the 
reading av€pwrev. It is adopted hesitantly here because it 
departs from the Textus Receptus in company with manuscripts 
sometines found in support of Eusebius’ unusual readings. The 
parenthesis snd question mark indicate that there is consider- 
able question about its genuineness. 
ser* ser scr 
Il. ? av@pwrewvy 216 440 823 1022 1518 b c ° 
Or. Chr. Cy. Thért. ] av6pwnov 
III. 5+] 8a FG 


Gal. 136-7 

(6) Cun wetats@eo8at) ano tov Kadeoavtog [avtovg] ev yopiTe 
YPLoTOV €LG ETEPoOV eva'YyycALoV 
(7) © ove eoTLY ado CL UH TEVESDS ELOY Ob TapaccovtTec [avTovG] 
Kat GedovTes peTacTpeyat To evayyedktov Tov xoLoToV 
I. G.M. 2.32 (Am indirect quotation, but exact in the above 
particulars except for o ovk eottv akdko, which has a slightly 
@ifferent form due to the menner of quotation). 

(erg etepov evayyeAtov © ovK eottv akdo )? GM. 3.28 


III. (6) xptoctov] tnoov xyptotov DE 326 4a e 4 Seov 7 
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327 336 Thért, or, f om, FG Pap g Tert. Cyp. 
(7) nas BeXovtec}] om. R*® 


peTtacotpetvat] Ssactpevat 1611 2005 


Gal. 1:8-8 
(8) adAq kat cav qnucic n evyyedod ct ovpayvov vuLY evayyeAtontTat 
Tap Oo €vnyyeAtcaue ‘Gavuty avabeua cote 
(9) wc mpoctpnnaucy kat apTte moAktv heyo cb TEC (Vac) evayveAt— 
Cetas Tap Oo TapEeAaBeTte avabeun Cots 
I. Ves, S69: C.u. 3.1 

Vs. 9 (nav nuctc 7 ayyeAog €£ ovpavov cveyyeAttntat vuac 
| map Oo TapeAaBbeTtTe avaleun cotwm): C.%,. 3.30 (evayyeArentas vuac) 

Vs. 9 (av ayyeAoc cf ovpavov evayyeAtlntat tap o mapeka- 
Bete avaGeua cotw): C.u. 6.20 (om, vpac) 

Yon Soden, following Tischefidorf, regarded the above ref- 
erences as evidence for the text of Marcellus. It is difficult 
to see upon whet grounds this opinion rests. The material is 
used to support Evisebius' arsument, which has to d& wath the 
sudject of the Trinity. 

The entire section from which these citations are taken 
abounds with quotations from Galatians, which suggests the direct 
use of the New Testament. Verses 8 end 9 are linked together in 
the first citation (C.M. 3.1) by the words o 8 enavakafev 
Sevtepot gackwv which gives the appearance of being the comaent 
of one who has the verses before him in their original context. 

The references at C.l. 3.30 and 6.20 are actually quotations 
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$22 
ovpevov for €t Tt¢ in one case, end Kav ayyedoc cf ovpavov 
for €t TtC in the other. The “av might be regarded as a var- 
iant from Kat ¢av in verse 8, where it is supported by B of the 
New Testament (see App. III), But when the citations in question 
are geen as inexact references to verse 9, the assumption that 
Kay is an exact quotation is airficult to sustain. No readings 
in these passages should be cited for verse 8, though von Sedan 
apparently does so, 

The omission of vua¢c in C.M, 6.20 may be a genuine Eusebian 
reading, even though this citation is the most fragmentary of 
the passages considered. The fact that vuag is placed before 
evayyeAt(ntat at C.M, 3.1 and after evayyerttnrat at C. Me 3, 30 
could be taken as an indication of the anxiety of a later soribe 
to add a word which he knew “belonged” but of which he was un=- 
certain as to its proper place in the sentence, On the other 
hand, both ¢.ji, 3.30 and C.M. 6.20 are allusions and the two 
Vuac Variants from the Textus Receptus which occur in them may 
have no significance, Since €.M. 3.1 is the longer citation and 
is therefore more likely to have been copied directly from the 
New Testament, and since the variante in C.l, 3.30 and 6.20 have 
no important witnesses outside of Busebius, vuag evayyevelntar 
is adopted as the probable reading. 

It. (8) vuiv evoyyeXktontat BH POxy 2157 104 1175 1739) 
evayyeduCntas vty / om, vuty AFG 255 1912 ¢g Bas, 
Cyr. fert, / vuac evoyyeAutntas D 483 

evayyedtontat RA 104 1288 1898 lat vg Tert, Ath. 

Cyr. Or. Thart. pata’??? ] evayyeAstntat 
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III. (8) sas ecv} ray B 103 

EunyycAtcaueda] cvayynAtcaue8a DEBGH 623 833 1610 1838 
1898 / evnyyAtcouny 0120 2 206 242 296 429 483 522 
536 635 941 1758 1831 1891 

(9) apne ooemcer’d mpoetpnxa =60t*® «6B «209 «68322 «323 «424* 
489 1831 k a 

TapedaBete] cvnyyeAscaueSa vuty ¥ / ehafetTe POxy 
2157 

? wuac evoyyeAtCetat (us. 1:2)] evayyeAstetat (*us, 132) ¥ 
/ evayyedeCetat vuac (Eus. 1 2) 


Gal. L:11-12 

(11) to evayyeXtov wov To evayyeAtoGevy erc vuag (...) ovK eoTLy 
Kata avGpernov 
(12) ovée eye nape av@pwrov napeAaBoy ovto ovdSe €6t5ayOnv advc 
&& anoKkcAviews tnoov yorotov 
i Gil. 62 

The variants in this passage give every appearance of being 
due to memoriter citation; the addition of yoy after eyayyed tov 
as a replacement forum euov and the addition of ey¢ yuac re= 
tains the sense but not the letter of Peul's words. However, 
‘the citation appears at a crucial spot in the argument of Eusebius 
and it appears best to accept the veriants as the only known 
Eusebian rendering of the verses in question, The omission of 
ott is doubtful in any case, since the omission of yywoity 
at the beginning of the verse renders its grammaticelly super- 
fluous. Von Soden mistakenly attributes this quota tion to 
Marcellus. 
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II. (11) pov to evayyertobev] to eveyyeAtobev vr euov 

€tc vuag) om, 

? vuac ( om, ott) ] + os 

(12) ovSe (1)] + yap 

ovée (2) AACDPGr 5 31 33 38 69 98 104 173 256 
263 326 436 623 1175 1288 1319 1739 1837 1852 1912 2004 
2127 asi Gyr. Thdrt. iuthet.} OUTE 
Ili. (11) to evayyevtadev) o8er eo 

Kata] «at me 2 

(12) 64] Ste A O16 1799 


Xpsotov] om. 1799 


Gal. 1315-16 

{15) ote be evSonnoev o Geog O amoptoac me EK KOLALAC UNTPOS OV 
(16) anoxoAvtat Tov viov avTov ev cuot 
I. C.@. 7.1 

Yon “oden is mistaken in Giting this passage as from Marcellus 
Il. (15) pov Pap ) + nat keAdcoac Sta THE xaptToc awTov 
III.. (15) evdoxnoevy] nubonnoey A 38 177 218 330 1175 1288 
1611 2005 
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© Geoc (0)} om. ( mus. Pap 919 920 1611 


2004 f g vg Epiph. Shr. Thdrt. Ir. 


Gal. 1:19 
etcpov S€ Twv atoctokwy ove erdov €t py taxwhov tov abeXgov tov 
KUPLOv 
I. HE, 104.4 
4S 
III. ove J ovg B Pap 
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ove €t5ov] eSov ovSeva DYFG let veg 
b 
evSov}] s80v aD P (33) 


Gel. 226: 

mpoownov (yao) avGpenov Geog ov AauBaves 
I. Eel, 187/13 | 

fhe ‘Yap has probably been weertee by Eusebius 
II. ? yap) on, em 

@¢og BCDEFGKL Thért. and others ] © Geos 

ev@ perrov ®cog pEFG ¥ 69 462 2412 Gd e g Vict. Aug.] 
Beog avGpwnov 
III. mpocwmov ... Geog] avSpwenov Seoc mpocwnoy / Geog avepu- 


TOV TPO CuTIOV 


Gel, 2:11 
ote 5€ ndGev KNgOC ELC avVTLOXe LOY KATA TPOOeTIOY aVTw avTeoTHV 
I. 48,8, 82,2 
II, Knpac ABCHP 33 103 104 181 218 263 aa 436 467 


1176 1288 fam.i1319 1739 1837 1952 2005 vg cop erm 
cod 
aeth Euthal. }netpoc 


On ee ey ee em nae 


26, Von Soden's evidence for the "Neutral" manuscripts is ine 
correct for the variant @ceoc FOr o Geoc, and it seems inad- 
visable to admit the remainder of his evidence for this reading, 
On the other hend, Tischendorf's evidence is incomplete, The 
reading is significant, but the evidence inadequate, and this 
vVeriant hes been omitted from consideration in the analysis of 
the Eusebian text of Galatiens, 
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3526 
Gal, 3:13 
eM bKkaTapaTog Nac © KPevuauevocg ent FvrAOV 
I. Eel. 49,2 


Gal. 3:16 

to S¢ abpacu cd5o8noav at enayyeAtat Kat Tw OmepuaTtt avTov ov 
ACYEL Kab TOLG ONE pUGOLY wo €Ts TOAAWY GAA wo €@ EVOSC Kat Tw 
ONEPUaTL GOV OG COTLY yPLOTOS 
I. Eel. 18:7 
Il. ¢€606ncav Te 1913 fhyph.] cponOnoay / eppeSncavy Xk 
ABYCD*PGP Pap 223 876 1022 1960 
Ill. S€] om. DFG lat ve Ir. 

KMeyet] Acyo 33 

onepuacivw ] + cov D 

GAA] ahkka B 

oc} o DEP 1288 Tert. Ir. Ambrst. Aug. / ov PG 


Gal. 3:19-20 

(19) Ts ovv o vouoc Twy napeRacewy yapsy eTeSn aypt av cAkOn TO 
omepua w ennyyeAtat Statayesc Ss ayyeA@y €v yetpe weoiTov 
(20) o S€ peaiTnc evoc ovK coTtiv o be Geog €1¢ e€oTiV 
I. Ves. 19920: C.u. 7.12 

Vse, 19-20 (0 vouoc ... €4¢ COTLY): CLM, 8,14, a4E.T. 92.32, 
131. 25 

Vss. 19-20 (0 vouoc ... evoc ove cotty): dz.f, 130,20 

Vee. 19-20 (5s ayyedkwy ... c8¢ cotiv): C.M. 7.23 

Vs. 20 { o S€ weosTnG evog ove Ccotiv): SN. 7.27, 8.3, 
92.2 | 
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All citations of verses 19-20 in Husebius except C.M. 7.12 
omit tev napafacewy ... ennyyeAtat. The omission was not in 
Eusebius! New Testament but is to be explained by the fact that 
the historian wes interested in emphasizing o vouoc Statayerc bt 
ayycAwy €Vv yeLo’ peottov,. 
Yon Soden is mistaken in citing Marcellus instead of Eusebius 
for the variants in Apparetus II, 
II. (19) ere@y DFG 436 460 1912 1944 2125 de fg vg Or, 
Glem, Ir] mpooete@nh / etetedn 876 
expt} axpsc 
av B 33 1912 ClemjJ ov / ovy 1288 / vay 1891 
1245 ee 
III. nepabacewy) toateww FG Pap deg tir, 
yaptv] om, FG bo 
yopty et¢eOy] om. Pap 
emmyyeATtat]} ennyyetAato 206 1739 1799 / eTNVY EATO 
642 / eereeees 33 
6s] om, Pap Cyr. ah 
eyyeAwy )] ayyedkov C# 3 ar a Thdrt. 
weottov] pecestov BD* Pap 
(20) 6¢€] yap 33 
ovK] ovy D* 


Gal, 4:4 
ote S¢€ nASev To TANPwua Tov xpovov cfaneotetAev o Geog Tov vioV 
avTov yevouevoy ex yvuvatKoc yevouevy vnO VvoLOY 


I. Cli. 7.6 (except yevouevoy vro vouov) 
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(yevouevocg ex yuvaiKoc yevouevoc vmo vouov): dE.T, 141,16 
(yevoucvocg ex yuvatsoc): C.M. 7.10 
III. yevouevov] yevvwuevov (1) 2 98 206 226 (234) 323 (436) 
635 642 823 915 917 919 1149 1831 1836 1837 1845 1912 
Clem, Thart. Cyp. 


Gal. 4:26 

H Se avw tepovoornu chevGepa cottY NTLG CoTLY NTH Nuer 
I, C,M, 9.9, 42.7, 128.27, P.M. 937.10,21; P.E. 564.b.4, 
BGi, 226,115 173.7 

(qTa¢ ... Huwy)s Eel, 233.3 

Allusion: H,E. 882,14 

Pew passages quoted by any Father can be as certain as this, 
Hot only is it quoted in this form by Eusebius seven times in 
full (the important variant is found once more), but the form is 
guaranteed by Eusebius' comment about Marcellus’ reading which 
is found at C.u. 9.11, 32. The historian writes something like 
this at C.i. 9.10: 
“Either he (that is, Warcellus) wanted to forget, or he did not 
know, or he may even deliberately altered the reading when he 
wrote 7 6e MucTepa LepovooAnyu avw cotty avtn yap Sovvevet eta 
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Ii. pntnp ex BCYDEFG ¥ Pap 


5 6 33 98 424 618 623 
bo sa 
1611 1739 1852 1944 lat vg Cop seth Or. Cy. Cyr. 
Mare. Thdrt. Tert.] + navtwv 
III. ntec cotsiv] Om. rX* 
Eph. 1:10 


avake@okatwoao8at TavTa €v Tw XYPLOTW Ta ETL TOLC OVPaVOES Kat 
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Ta €Tk THC YC 
I. @&.T. 142,10 


27 
II. avoxegortatwoucGat (om. ta)}] + Ta 


Ta RABDEFGKLP Al Chr. retwen. Cyr. Thdrt. ) + te 
ent A*BD pase? 1 206 226 1311 1611 Thart. Tert, 
and others ] cv 
III. avaxeporetwoac8at] avaxegakatovoaoder ¥ (2401) 
To] om, 98 462 642 
XPtote] + incov 462 602 


myc] om, 98 436 1319 


(21) vrepayw raonc apync nat efovorac Keb Svvanewec Kab KVPLOTHTOS 
Kat Ta¥TOS OVOLaTOC OVoUafoUEvoOU ov LOVOV EV Tw atwyt TOVTw ora 
Kat €v Tw wehXrovTe 

I. dE.T, 128.14 - 

ITI. (20) ev Betta] ex Seftwwy A 226 


@pync Kat cfovotac] efovotac nat apync B 


Eph. 1:22-23 
(22) nat avtov cSwxev xegarny vrep navTa TH EKKANOLG 
(23) nTic €oTLVY To Cwua avToV 


I. Ge .T, 69.31 





2?. The evidence with respect to witnesses to Ta without re 
and ems, is incomplete and these variants are, therefore, omitted 
from the analysis of Eusebius’ text of Ephesians. 
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Eph, 2:6+7 

(6) Kab ovvnyeipey Kat ovvexabsoey ev ToLG eToVpavLOLG cv yoLOTM 
tnoov 
(7) wva evSertntas ev tows atworv tore enmNepyouevoess To vrepBakAoyv 
HAOVTOG THG XAPLTOS EV XPNOTOTHTL €@ Nac eY yptoTw tnooV 
i C.. 34.20 
II. to vrepBedAoy mAovTOG §AABDFG hla 6 33 424 467 1175 
1288 1739 1852 Or. ghee ] tov vmepBokAovta mAOVTOY 

XapsTtoc] + avtov 
III. (6) ev (1)] om, 1912 

€v xptotw tncov] om. FG g@ / €V Tw X¥PLOTw iNoODV at 

(7) Verse ] om. vi 
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ey (2)] +m pE / + Te Pap 
snoov] om, DEFG deg aeth 


(6-7) Verse om, 876 


Eph. 2:12 
GNNAAOTOLWUCVOL THC TOALTELAG Tov LOpanA Kat Eevos Tov StadnKoyv 
THS enayyer tac 
I. Ecol. 80.121 . 
III. modkstetac] noAtttac BP 
Tov sopanr] tov Seov Or, 
tav Sia@yKwy THC enayyeh tac) Tuy enayyeAtav THS Stadnnnc 
F (+ avtwy) Gg (+avtwy) 424 440 1952 lat aeth (+ tov Oeov) 


Or. (+ tov Geov) 


Eph. 2:15 


Tov vouov Twy cvToAwy (Totc) Soypactvy KatTapynoac tv¥a Tove Svo 
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KTLON €4C €¥a KaLYOV ayGourtoyv 
I, (Tov vouov ,.. katapynoac}: G.m. 20.25 

(tva s-, av@pwnov}: az.t, 141.8 

The quotation does not appear in the form shown in the text, 
The text was constructed out of two brief, probably memoriter, 
citations, The variant in App. II is doubtful. 
II. ? tow) ev 
III. Katapynoac) antnptunes DE / satapag 330 


Katvov] Kosvov Pap 


Eph. 2:17 
CAOwY TE ECVUTNYYEALOATO CLONVHY TOLG UaKPOY KoL CLONYNY ToLG eyyUC 
I. PiBy. 3.2.8 
II. ¢€A@wv te] wot ehOav 
eronyvyay (1)] + vey 
étpnvnv (2) RNABDEFGP Pep 33 296 330 436 467 1175 
fall.1319 1739 1912 lat vg cop arm aeth Or, Cyp. j om, 


46 
III. tosg eyyvc]) tors evyvg Pap 016 / eyyvg 2401 


Eph 2:20 
€mk Tw GeuecAtw@ TwY aTOOCTCAWY Kat TPOONTwY OVTOC akpovyavtatov 
AsGov avtov tnoov ypLtoTov 
I. H.E. 869.10 
Il, As@ov DEFG lst we Or. Chr. (Ir. Tert.) J] on, 

III. wat mpoentev] om, ¥ moton, 
avtov] tov AR* cop Or. 
tnoov x¥ptcoTov] yptoTov sitoov x AB 0121 33 263 326 330 


P 4; 
a Ce an 




















worn i 
83,08 sO shaoorMyRP TRA dy 
Pet .t ap 7 Oven 


i rat ae 


2x08 oe gt wos scot ors nf wepqtn Jom sear” 

,wiinomen pldndore ., tein aes to. 490. | 
fytidwoh et Ti .oga at saint 

ny 

OS Seaotox \ oe aso thn tel tamer 

“at «© Ween 

ViL:8 rt itil 


eyy? odcT WItrqes soa WORSY 2407 VrVTQss 


Ee ee 

vege # (C2) > 

ayil Vos Sh O88 BES 8 _, wins (S) 
io € <a .20 ten ate Goo gy 19ek OSGE vet | 
teks ‘guyy> \ 880 rele auyys 2a6T Caerys 9 

sgh 

ORS cig ‘es ee 

UdsDsKoYOGRD SOTYO WwTMwegT som VeEsOTOOTE Wr we > 


sorasgy ; ae mi 


eats OL we 7 me oo 
4 : 4 
oC (,¢50% nt) ee a0) gw gee CS aealleail Rend 


wen Fe 


“opnits wot fearon 


Ge OSE S88 sh tStO “abe so a | fans 
ae rei mae ion wingrians ih 


fern, aor aren te 





332 
bo 


436 1175 1311 1739 #18645 1852 1908 1912 f ve cop erm 
Or, Bas, Thphyl. /tnoov &* 69 


Eph. 3:18-19 
(18) twa efroyvolwer] catakaBeobat avy Tactv Tote aytotc Tk TO 
MAaTOC Kat UNKOG Kat Baboc Kat vos 
(19) yrovar te thy vrepBalvoveay the YYwoewc ayanny Tov Geov 
I, a&.T, 128.35 
II. (19) Geov] ypictov 
III. (18) efsoyvo(wucy)] soyvonte pp 
itckonumur’ KatakaBety 1836 / *ateAauBavecdat Phy 
to} o Pap 
BaSoc xat voc] vioc nat Badoc a 016 
(19) te] om, DFG wa, aeth 
TNS yvwoewo ayanny] ayerny ™ms> yywoewsg A 103 206 429 
917 1758 1799 2147 
™S yvwoewo] Om. 98 623 1912 


Eph, 4:5=6 
(5) €tc nvptoc uta TLoTEG ev Bantioua 
(6) €1¢ Geog TatTNp TavTev Oo En TaYTwY Kat Sta TeYTOY Kab ev 
macty (....) 
I. Vss. S~6: dE.T. 164,14 

Vs, 6 (€t¢ Beoc Kat matTnp): dE.T. 164.16 (8¢0¢ + Kat) 

Ve. 6 (emt mavtw ... €&v mari? Ah 129.30 (macev + 8eoc) 
II. (6) Ge0o¢ 32 102 919 1908 sy Chr. Ir, ] + war 

? nao RABCP ney 5 6 33 98 104 424 436 460 
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bo 
467 489 623 1288 1739 1852 1912 1944 cop aeth Mecion, 
eod 
ign. Or, Ath, Kuthel Cyr. ] + vuty /+ Wary DEFGKL 
Ili. (6) wet) om, B 322 


Eph. #38 

aveBac €1¢ voc nyuchwtevoey atyparwotay eSwxe Soyucta ev 
av6 puTouc 
I. Eel, 102.6 

The reading ey avOpwrotc Or torc avGpwrnotg is a possible 
Case of the adoption of an LXX reading; Psalms 67:19 has ev 
av puttw. However, even if this variant 1s explained as the 
assimilation of en LXK reeding, 1t may be a pert of Eusebius! 
manus¢ript tradition rather than an elteration made by the his- 
Corian himself. It may be noted that nywatorevoac, shown in 
App. Iii in disagreenent with Eusebius, is also taken from LXX, 
II. atypodwotay ato DFG ig 33 98 209 #296 467 1838 
lat(some) vg ty arm dust. Ir, Or, Tert. Hil. } + cat 

€v avGpwnotc FG 2 181 g Or. Hil. J tose avOpwrotc 
II. nxvodwtevocev] nyxwakwtevoag AL 0142 2 102 206 321 327 
396 385 489 917 1311 1518 1836 1891 1908 1912 2412 


eeth Thdrt. 


Eph. 4:10 
© KaTGBac avTog cote Kat o avaPac urepaval....) Tey ovpavev 
I.” Eel. 82.16 (vrepovw + travtav), 101.25 (KataBac + etc Ta 
KaTwtepa pepn Tho ync) 143.7 (KataBag + tnoovg yptoTtoc, avafag 


+ navTwy) 
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The omission of naytwy is doubtful, but it is in agreement 
with witnesses which sometimes support Eusebius in almost unique 
verients. 
ser 
Ii. ? vaepaye (Eus. 1:2) P 101 206 12319 a Thdart. 
Ath.) + wavtey (Eus, 2:1) 


, Eph. 4:24 
evivoacte Toy Kkatvoy avGpwrov Tov cata Seov xTicbevta 
I. @E.T, 141.20 
b 46 
Il. e¢vivoac8e AB*D Pap 4 31 69 90 104 177 257 327 
330 337 383 398 489 506 635 1311 1738 1836 1908 1912 
bo 
2127 2423 lat ve cop Clem, Chr, Cyp. Ambrst. ] evévoac- 


Bat 


Eph. 5:16 
efayopatoucvot Tov Katooy OTL at NuEPal ToVnpat ¢ctce 


he FS, 607 .a.3 


Eph. 6:12 
OUK €CTLY HuLY TN TGAN TPCT atua Kat CapKa @rkAa TPOC Tag apyac 
TMPOG Tac €fovotac MPEG TOVS KOCMOKPATOPAG TOV GKOTOVG TovTOV TPOG 
TO TIVEVUATIKa THE ToyNnptac €¥v TOC ETIOVPAYLOLC 
I. P.E. 550.b.2 (oxnotove + Tov atwvocg) 
(Tac apyac Kat Tac ekovotac Kat TOVS KOoUOKPaTOPAS Tov 
GKOTOVE TOVTOU Kal Ta MVEUMETIKG THC TOYAPtac): Ecl. 105.8 
Allusions: @E.T. 128.9, P.E. 181.4.10, 182.c.3; Eel. 148.18 
The fact that even critical texts of a Father may be in 
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error is illustrated by the variant shown in App. II. Tischen+ 
dorf cites codices of P.E, in favor of omitting tov atwvoc;he 
also gives Dem, (419.21) and five other citations not considered 
in this study of Eusebius in agreement with the omission, The 
lengthy allusion at Ecl. 105.8 also omits it. In the face of 
such evidence, one can only conclude that Gifford was in error. 
II. oKotovc NABD*FG ..- $3 424 436 1175 41311 1739 


bo 
lat vg cop arm seth Clem. Or. Ath, Tert. Cyp. Ambrst. 


J+ Tov atwvoc 46 
III. nury] vury BDYFG VY Pep 103 206 241 2655 336 794 
scr ser 95 
12868 1518 1799 1831 2298 a e aqefgn aeth 
Ambrst. 


46 
GPXAS TPOG Tac efovotac] peOobtac Pap 
mpo¢ toc] tat DE Ff (gz) ve — Ambrst. 


€y TOG ETTOVpaYtoIc] OM. Pap 


Phil, 1:38 
€uTe moopaces ett’ GANOELA yOLCTOS KaTayyeAcoOw 
la Life 105,20 
Il. estj erte / +” DE 31 436 462 


KatayyeAXco@w (Yhr.) Occ.) catayyedreTas 


Phil. 2:5<8 
(5) Tovto ppovetodw cv vELY O Kab EV YPLoTH tnoOV 
(6) oc ev uopyn Seov vrapywy oVvY GpTayuOY NynoOATO TO ctvat toa 
Gew 


(7) oAd\’ eavtov exevwoey poognv SovAkov AaBuw (...) 
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(8) wat oynuats cvpederc we avOpwnog ctanetvwoev cavToV (vrjKoos 
(tw metTpt] yevouevoc) peyote Gavatov 
I. Ves. 5-8 (tTovto ppoveroOw .... we av@punoc}s a&.T. 90.31 

Vs. 5: GE.T. 91.4 

Ves, 6-2: dk, 7.91.6 (vs. Gove), 91.11, 91.26 (vs. 6, o¢ 
misplaced; ove), Ecol. 74.17 

Ves.6-7 (oc cv ... exevwoev): C.M, 25.21 

Vs. 6: d&.T. 97.28 (om. to) 

Vs. 6: (ovy apnayuov ... Gew) : GB.7. 91.16, Eel. 103,24 

Vss.?-8 (yopony Sovrkov ... avOpwrog): Eel. 190.9 

Vs. 8 (etanctvwoev ... Gavatov): di.T. 74.5 

Vs. 6 (etometvwoev ... yevouevoc): di.t. 91.17 (tw nator 
after yevouevoc) 

Vs. 8 (vnnKoog ucypsc Gavatov yevetas): GE.T. 104,26: 

Vs. 8 (vnrqKooc avtw yevecOat peypt nat Oavatov): Ecl. 
54.28 {vinKooc + avtw) 

Allusions to various portions: C.ii.49.10,12; dék.T. 63.19, 
69.15, 74,3, 62.17, 90.34, 91.10, 93.19, and elsewhere 

There are Pive variants in these verses, four of them note- 
worthy. The alteration of ovy te ove needs only to be mention-~- 
ed since it is not important. | 

In verse 6, @&.7. 97.28 omits to before civas. *he 
reading is supported by New Testament witnesses F G Did., accord~ 
ing to von Soden, who algo lists Eusebius in this connection; 
Tischendorf adds 109 (now 460) to these; and we may add Peay 
Outside support is one of the better criteria for determining 
the reading of a Father. But in this case the evidence from 
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other sources is insufficient to make the omission likely. The 
verse is quoted fully seven times, Six times to is included, 
If the proportion of citations in which to is omitted were 
three in seven, rather than one in seven, the omission of to 
might be considered ea genuine variant. But where the ratio: of 
inclusions to exclusions is so high the weight of numbers makes 
the expleneation thet there has been an accidental omission of 
. the article in one instance more plausible than the hypothesis 
that it has been intentionally suppliea six times. 

In verse 7, we have no Eusebian attestation for the words 
€¥ OLOLw@MaTL a¥YoowneY yevouervoc. fhe quotations in @E.f. 91,6, 
91,11, 91.26 and C/M. 25.21 have no bearing on the possible 
omission of this phrase since they conclude with the word \oBer 
which precedes ey owotwpatt in the New Testament. DE.T 90.31 
and Ecl, 190.9 include the first clause of verse 8 as well as 
part of verse 7 and the omission of the phrase in these citations 
is significant. Two allusions may have some bearing on this 
' question, The quotation found at dE.T. 74.5 has been cited in 
this Apparatus for verse 8; however, it is preceded by a full 
summary of verses 6 and 7 (42.7. 74.3} and this summary closes 
with the words popyny Sovdov LaBwv which are followed immedi- 
ately by the clause in verse 8 beginning eteneivwoev cavtov, M 
this allusive reference (at B2.T. 74.3-5) Eusebius stresses the 
phrases having to do with “equality with God," “empyting himself, “ 
"taking the form of a servant,® and — in the quotation from 
verse 8 — “humbling himself and obeying;" but he omits both 
phrases in vhich Paul uses the term av@pwroc. This suggests 
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the possibility that the omission was made for theological rea- 
sons. In an allusion found at d@.T. 63.19, Eusebius couples the 
phrase Sovhov vopyév kat viov avBpwrov; the viov av@pwrov 
may be & reflection of ev onotwuate avOpwnwy yevouevoc; but it 
may also reflect oynuats cvpeBerc wo avOpwnoc. The omission is 
given in Apparatus II as a doubtful reading, since it has no 
known support outside of Eusebius. It is possible that the omis- 
gion was peculisr to Eusebius’ examplar. In eny case there is 
no real evidence for including the phrase in Eusebius! New Testa- 
ment Text. 

in verse 8, Eusebius has the unique word order vrnxooc ... 
vyevouevoc. This is closely bound up with the addition of tw 
maTpt in the same phrase, At both d&.T, 91.17 and 104,26 and 
also at Eel, 54.28 vnnxoog precedes yevouevoc, irrespective of 
the position of the words tw nmatpt. The reading must be regard- 
ed as possible, in spite of lack of support for it outside of 
Busebius. The réeding at @E.T. 104.26 appears at first glance 
to agree with the conventional word order (uvnnnoog immediately 
before pexpt ), but on closer examination if is seen that this 
appearance is que to the fact thet Eusebius has substituted the 
finite form yiveta, for vyevouevoe and moved the verb to the 
end of the cleuse. The parenthesis and question mark indicate 
that the reading is unique and in doubt, 

In verse 8, two quotations (dE.T, 91.17, 104.26) add ty 
watpt and one (Ecl. 54.28) adds qut» either after vunnxoocg OF 
after yevouevoc. This looks like an interpretative addition, 

It is shown in brackets in the text as an improbable reading. 
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Such a seeming gloss needs non-Eusebian agreement to gain real 
consideration. 


II, (5) tovto xe*apc¥ 31 33 69 177 205 489 927 1022 
1288 1311 1852 ws Pll ara aeth erie. Or. ] + yap 
/ + ovy 330 

(7) ? \ebuv) + ev opotwuatt avOpunuy yevouevoge / + ev 
OLOtapatTs avGownov yevoucvoc Pap ite 

(8) ? vincooc yevoucvoc] yevoucvoc vnnKooc 
III. ppoverc8w)} gpoverte RABCDEFG ¥ an, G121 6 33 238 
1175 1288 1739 1852 lat veg HONE oa Cyr. 

vary) qaty B bigs or. 

(6) ? to (Bus, 1:6)] om. (fus. 1:6) Fo sare 460 

(7) add] ak\a = RBG a. 


(8) peypt] axypt DEFG 


Phil, 229-11 
(9) [vnepv¥woacg cat yoptoaucvoc] avtw To ovowe To wre Tay oVoLE 
(10) tv ev Tw OvoueTL iENCOV Tay yorU Kain cTOVPAaVtw Kat enEyet— 
wy Kab KoTcyBor tuv 
(11) wat mace yAwoon cfopokoynontat oTt KUPLOG tNOOVG yPLOTOSC 
€tc Sofay Geov natpoc 
I. Eel. 74,24, 27.21 (ote oo. Kapwet ... e€ouoroynoetas ) 

At Eel. 74,24 Eusebius has substituted tne participles 
VITEpVvywoas Kab yaptoouevoc in order to tie the quotation to its 
context in Ecl, The variants kxapyes and efouoroynoetat at 
Eel, 27.21 are clearly due to Eusebius’ use of ome in place of 


ty and are also products of their context in Eel, 
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II. (9) To (before ovopa) RABS seat 2 33 1288 1739 
Hipp. Or. Gyr. ] om, 
(10) tv) tre 
Ill. (9) ovowal + etc 3 =6PG 
(10) xouwn (Gus, 1:1)) waves (Sue, 1:1) 
tnoov] + yptctov A 5 102 103 255 288 330 383 442 
463 1288 1908 1912 e¢ aeth Or, Cyr. Ath. 
(11) Ftanedoracarss (Eus. 1:1)] sfonsbarerstey (Eus. 1:1) 
ACDEPGKLP al plus Or, Ath. Euthal. 
ote] # €1¢ 216 440 


ps, Tisch. 
xetoTOS) om, (Eus. ) Or. Wov. Hil. 


Phil. 3220-21 

§20) ¢& ov Rot cwTnpa anenSeyoucba Kvptov snoovy yLpoToyv 
(21) o¢ peTacynucTtoets TO CoG THE Tanerv@oewo NuwV CVUNOPPOV Tw 
Cwuatt THe S0fnS avTov KaTa THY cvepyetay tov bvvacbat avTov Kat 
vrotafat avtTw Ta navta 
I. Ves, 20-21: di.f. 173.14 

Vs. 21 (oc wetacynuetices ... S0fn¢ avtov): dE.T. 166.10 

Ve. 21 (tw owpots ... Ta navta): GE.T. 173.31 (eavtw for 
avtw) 

Vs. 21 {(ovpuopgov ... Sofnc avtov): dk.?. 173.19 

Ve. 21 (tw owpats tng Sofn¢ avtov): dE.T. 173.21 
II. (21) nowy wsBp*Fa 6 1175 1288 1739 1852 lat vg 
AHO arm eeth Ir. Or. OT Cyr. Tert. Cyp. Ambrst] + ¢t¢ 
To yevecBat avto 


BVT @ RNABDPGP 5 33 98 177 203 216 221 241 257 
330 337 436 440 489 506 623 823 876 915 917 927 998 
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1175 1288 1311 fam.1319 1611 1738 #41739 #%41827 #%1831 41937 
cod 
1852. 1912 £143 2412 deg Euthal Cyr. Chr. Epiph. 


III. (21) ovupoppov) ovviioogov ND* PG 
Tw Gapatt) Tov cwopatog FG a Ir. f TO Gwia 1836 


Col. 1:15~-17 
(15) o¢ €otiv etixwy Tov Geov Tov aopatov TPwWTOTOKOS TaONG KTLOEwWS 


(16) oTt €v avtTw extto8n Ta navta tal...) ev (Tote) ovpavore 

Kat Ta Em’ THG yoo (eLTEC) Opata (eLTE) aopata EITE Bpovolr ete 
RVPLOTHTEG CLTE apyat cute efovotat (ta) navyta 6t' avtov Kat 

€tG avTov exteotar 

(17) Kat avtocg cotiy TPO TaYTWY Kal Ta TOYTG cv avTw oUVeoTHKEY 
I. Vos. 15-17: dE.T. 92.29 (8s. 16, om. Tove om, Te), 164.31 
(Vs. 16, om. ta béfore navta 64° avtov), C.u. 44,27 (Vs. 16, 
om, €tT€ Opata ete aopata; Vs. 17, et¢ evtovfor ev avts) 

Vas. 15-16 (o¢ coTtv .. gopata Kat ravta 64° avtov ovveo- 
tke Kat Ta navto ¢€v avtw extioOn): P.2. 541.a.2 (Note: Kat 
nmavTa and avtov ovveotyKe) 

Ves. 16-17 (ta navta &t avtov ... ovveotnnev): dE.T. 67,15, 
152.19 (with chenges) 

Vs. 16 (ev avtw ... efovotat): dE.T. 128.19 (avtwe + yap, 
om. Te, Ta opata kat Ta aopata) 

Vs. 16 (ev avtw ... aopata): di.T. 67.13 (om. Te), 164.6 
(om, te), 181.25 (Ta opata kat Ta aopata); Ecl. 99.27 (om. te) 

Vs. 16 (Ta ev Tote OVpavOLG Kot Ta ETL THG YNG): aE.T, 
165.8 (om. te) 


Vs. 16 (ta Tavta 6) avtov Kat €V avTw exTLoGn):C.l, 48,19 
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Miscellaneous allusions: C.M, 6.4, 20.10, 32.8, 48,18, 52,8; 
a2£,f, 69.16, 71.24, 165,3,5, 7, 8, 10; H/E, 10,19, 22,24 

Von Soden cites the variant ratte in verse 16 from dE.T, 
164.31 as Hercelius'. While the passage in which it appears has 
the character of polemic and thus might have been written with 
Wdarcelius' work before Eusebius, the historian does not seem to 
have taken the quotation from that source, The immediate context 
in d&,T. reade as follows: 
For when the divine apostle theologizes about the Son of God 
exactly and says, oc ectiy (ete.)...., this extraordianry person 
(i,e,, Marcelius}, again falling upon the flesh, declares that 
it (i.e., thy capsny ) is thy etxova tov aopetov Beov, not 
heeding { akovev ) how oc¢ ¢ottv cixwy was expressed (efevnvextas) 
in the masculine form, (Parenthesés mine ) 
This might lend credence to the idea that the quotation at di,f, 
164,31 was taken from liarcellus rather then the. Yew Testament, 
if we did not possess what is probably the very section in Mare 
cellus’ writing to which Eusebius refers, It is found at C.i, 
45.15 and reads as follows: 


TMPWTOTOKOG OVY amaonc KTLGEews Sta THY KoTG capKa yeveoty wvouccdn 
ov Sta Thy TowTnvy wo aVTOL OLOVTaL KTLOLY 


This passage does contain a varient (enacnce fr nacne ) Which 
Eusebius picked up and used elsewhere (di.T. 69.16). But the 
eonar tlors required by Eusebius’ language in Gh.T. 164.13 regard- 
ing Mercellus' exegesis are sufficiently met by the words of 

0.4. 45.15. When Eusebius wrote 42.T. 164.31 he probably had 
before him the passage frou Mercellus quoted ebove and his own 
New Testament. Since the same variant (yo47~_ ) is found at Eel. 
99.27 also, we may assume that von Soden is misteken in his iden- 


tifiestion of this verient as Marcellus’. However, proving that 
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Tatté is not from Marcellus does not prove that it is from 


Eusebius’ New Testament. The other witnesses which agree with 
this reading are not especially frequent in their agreement with 
Eusebius, and the Te wey have been added by Eusebius himself, 
Indeed, the present writer assumes this to have been the case 
and the evidence in connection with the reading is exhibited in 
Apparatus III, 

If von Soden has P.E, 541.a.2 in view when he cites Eusebius 
for the reading 6+ avtov rather then ev avte in verse 17, it 
should be noted that this is probably incorrect, The last part 
of the reference in P.E, 541.a.2 is a summary quotation whose 
evidence is valueless in view of the bulk of Eusebian material 
for this verse. Even is it is treated seriously, it should be 
cited for verse 16 instead of 17; and its evidence should be 
given in agreement with cuveotynke after 84 avtov and ev eavtw 
é€xtso8n for e4¢ avtov extiotay in verse 16, rather then the 
substitution of 6&4. avtov for ev qutw in verse 17, 

One quotation (C.@, 44.27) has esc qavtov for ¢v avtw in 
verse 17, but this is probably due to the influence of the form 
€t¢ avtov extiotas in verse 16. 

In verse 16, the variant e.re ... este is 80 natural an al- 
teration that it is amazing only that no outside support can be 
found for it. There can be no doubt that Peul wrote ta...Kxat Ta. 
But why is it thet only in Eusebius the word etite has been 
brought forward? The subtle and theologically insignificant 
change in the sense of the passage would not account for a con- 
scious alteration or prevent such an alteration. (With ta ... 


Kat Ta ‘the phrase is in apposition to ta ev tore ovpavotc Kat 
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TA 

Ta €m7b TNC YAG and like it is defined by the succeeding sub- 
Stantives. With eire the terms opata and aopata become a part 
of the list of substantives which define the content of the 
“things in heaven and things on eerth.") fhe presence of cite... 
€tTé€ in the longest quotations,which must have been copied, 
speeks much for its presence in Eusebius' New Testament. More- 
over, €tTe ... er.te is found in P.E, and Ecl. as well as in C,il, 
and ag&.T. On the other hand, the conventional ta ... nas ta 
is found in at least one allusion a scribe would hardly bother 
te correct (az... 165,10) end it is possible that Eusebius knew 
the verse in both forms, | 
II. (16) este (1) ... cette] ta ... wat ta 
Tit. (16) ? ta (2) (Bus. 672 )] + re (Bus. 2:6) ¢ Ath. 

ta (2 end 3)] om. N*BP Pap 4 6 33 1739 vg or, / 
om. Ta(2) DEG 69 941 

? tote (Sus. 7:1 )J om. (Sus. 127) 255 

evc (Bus. 2:2 )] ev (Sus. 2:2) 

exTtotat] cextiotat FC 

(17) ta] om. DEG 33 

ev] om. ¢aa" 


ev avtw) 61 avtw 255 


Col. 1:18 
O TPWTOTOKOG TaY veKpuy 
I. G.M, 57.35 
46 
II. wpwrotonog at Pap Ir. J} + ex 
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Gol, 1126+27 
(25) Kata THY orxovoutay tov beov tyhv S08¢etcar poet cee vuac 
TANPwOak TOV AoYoY Tov Ocov — 
$26) To wvOTNPLOY To aTOKCEKOUEUCVOY ano Tu ataver Kat ano TeV 
yeveuv vuovei be evavepuwin Tors aytosg avtrov 
(27) org nBelnoev o Beog yrupioas TL TO TAOVTOS THE Sofne Tov 
HVOTYELOV TOVTOV ev TOoLg €BVEGLY Og COTLY XOLOTOG «cv VuLY F 
cAreg tHe bofnc | 
i. Veo, 25-27: ah.2, 96.11, 97.34 (om. n ekg ty¢ S0fnc) 
Va. 26 (freet to pyotnptiovy 2.6. yevewvy ovbe Tovto verceeur~ 

¢pwOn): di. ft, $7.30 | 

¥s,26 (To MVOTNPLOV ... Tw yeveaw): @k,%, 132.35 
Il. (27) ts to app BE BN 876 1022 1739 17899 «+2401 2412 
2423 Clem, Thyphyl, Cec, J ric / tH 0 226 /. tov (om, 
4) Do jf om re FO ve 
III. (26) vuve &¢ (Bus, 2:17 )] vow Be (ius, 17:2) AHCPEP 
31.633 6«6«1908 «= Glen, f/ ovvy H 69 330 436 467 489 1175 
es ava Glem.. tathel 

egoavepwGn) gay cows ev & (i) 

aytosg) atoctokoig FG g 

(27) tag So0tnclom. Pop ep 

tovtov) tov N* 1311 Elem. Chr, / tov Beov bre 
a@ezfgg ily. Ambret. is 

oc] o ABFGP Pap 6 33 424 1739 1908 lat vg 


Gol, 2:3 


€V GVTW CLOLY NaYtTec OF BNGaVPOL THG COMLaG Kab Yrwcews anoKpYmPor 
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ie GE.T, 163.2, 66.30 (mavtecq etoi.v, katt THC) 96.24 (om, 


erouv) 
46 
Il. wat (Hus. 2:1) x* BCD Pap 33 103 1175 1739 1908 
co 
1912 2004 arm Clem. Or, Did. Suthal. Cyr. Thyphyl.] 


+ Hc (Eus. 1:2) 


Col. 2:9 

€V GUTW KaTOLKEL Ta¥ To TANPWUA THS (TaTPILKNS) BeoTHTOC 
Tao) QBs%, 101.2 

(To TANpwHa THE TaTPLKNS BeoTHTOC): GdE.T. 63,21 

( €v aUTw TOY To TANPwWHA THC TMaTOLKNC evoLKEeLY BeoTHTOG): 
aE .T, 63.26 

The word tTatptxng is probably supplied by Busebius as a 
theologically motivated refinement of the simple tn¢ BeoTnTOC.. 
II. ? watptitno] om, 


Gol. 3:9-10 

(9) anexSvoauevot tov nartatoverGownov (...) 
(10) nat evSvoauevot Tov veov Tov avakatvovpuevoy cic entyvwoty 
Kat’ €LKOVa TOD KTLOaYTOS 
I. C.M. 25.26 

The variant in Apparatus II has no support and is doubtful. 
II.(9) ev8punov] + cov tatc nmpateow avtov 
III. (9) amexSvoaucvot)] anodvoauevor DPD 

(10) evSvcauevor} enevSvoauevor R* 

tov] avtov tov FG@ def vg Ir. Or. Hil, Anbrst. 
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I Thess, 2:16 
ep8acev S€ en avtoUc n opyn etc TekOS 
1. el, 61,19. 
III. epGacev] epSaxnev BD* 256 1611 2005 2127 
€m avTove H opyn] n opyn en ewtove B 1739 1799 ff ve Or. 
opyn] + tov Geov DEFG 2004 lat vg Ambrst. 


I Thess, 4:16,17 

(16) oT’ avtoc o KUpLOS ¢€v KEehevouaTE EV QuYTn apyayyYeAOU Kab eV 
Gakriyn Geov KeataSncetat an’ oVvpavov Kat OF VEKPOL CV yoLOTH 
aYaOTHOOVTGL TPWTOL 
(17) ewetta nuctc ot Cwovtec oF TEptrkeLMOuEVOL aa ovV avTotc 
apraynoouc8a ey vemeActc €L¢ anayTyOLY Tov KUPLOV e€4¢ cepa Kat 
OVT® TAYTOTE CVV KUPtw eoouEe Ba 
ie GET, 171.8 

Vs. 17 (ovtw .. eooucda) : aE.T, 171.8 
II. (16) nmpwtot DFG 98 lat vg Bas. Chr. Thért. Meion, Or) 
TPWTOY 

(17) aepac] aepa 
IlI. (16) vexpor] + ov FG lat ve 

Tisch., von Sod. 

avactnoovtat) evyepSnoovtat (Eus. ) 1611 
2138 Bas. Thért. 

(17) nuesc o8 Cwvtec] ot Cwvtec nuerc 181 323 635 917 
919 920 s72 / nucsc 2401 

Ob TepthesmoucvorjomFG g m Meth, Tert. 

anoytnotv) vioytnoty D*E*ra / iad Epiph. 


TOV KUptOvV] Tw xptotw DEFG def gn Tert. Or. Hil. 
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2h 20 Want we yeh 


mayvtTote] Traytec DY de 


cuv] ev B 


Heb, 1:1-3 

(1) en’ ecyatov tev nucpwv Ttovtwy ehaknoey nutiy ev viw 
(2) ov €8nxev Krknpovouoy navtwy 61° ov Kat eromnoev Tove atavac 
(3) o¢ wy anavyaouc tHG Sofne Kab yapaKkTHP THE VvTOCTacEwE avToOV 
I. Ves, 1-3: dE.T. 92.8 

Vss, 1-2: de&.T, 100,33 

Vs, 2 (6tcov... Tove atuvac) 3 dE.T, 92,16 

Vs. 3 (o¢ wy amavyacua ... vrootacewc): C.H. 25.23 

Vs, 3 (anvavyacua ... vrootacewe avtov): dE.T, 181.15 
(xepaxtpa) 

Vs. 3 (eat yapantnp the vroctagews) : dE. T. 92.28 

Ve, 3 (Allusions): dE.T. a ti 104.23 and elsewhere 
II. (1) eoyatov RABDEKLNP Pap 014 0121 1 6 33 69 98 
181 206 226 2323 326 330 436 547 623 917 1311 1319 
1611 1739 1838 1912 fam2412 f vg Or. Ath. Did. 
nai ond otters J coyatay ¥ 

(2) enownoev Tove atwvac RNABDYEM sia 636 0121 31 33 
69 1175 1852 let ve rd arm Or. Did. Cyr. Chr, 
bn a fhart. ] Tove atwvac enommoey 
Til. (2) wat] om, ny 


Heb, 1:15 
TLV’ YAO €laEeV TOTE TwV ayyeAwY VLOG HOV €L OV CYwH ONMEpOYV 


yevyevynka Ge KGL TeALY CYwW COOMA GVTw ELC TaTEpa Kat GVTOE 


 €OTaL MOL ELC VOY 
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Es Bel, 68, 27 
III. mote twv ayyehov] tev ayyehav mote DE 2 330 440 f 
om, wwote Cyr, 


avtw} om, & 


Heb, 1:7 
Oo TOLWY TOVE ayyehOUG avTOV TYEvVUaTGa Kab Tov AeLTOVPYOVE avTOD 
mMVpOS PAOYa 
I. P.£, 650.a.10 
(0 Totwy Tove ayyehove ovtov Trevuata): de.T. 163.11 
III. mvevpata] nvevua DE 1 326 424 1245 1852 1912 ae 
seth. Or, 


Heb, 1:14 
MELTOVpYLKGa TYEvUATG €6¢ StaKovtaY amooTeAXOucva B40 Tove 


MEAAOYTGG KANPOVOUELY GwTHPLAY 
I. PE, 328.0.4 
Allusion: P.E, 142.b.1 
III. Stanoviav] Ssanoveacc 8 Or, 
Heb. 232 
€b yopo SsvayyeAuv AcrAndetc Aoyo> evyeveto PeBatog 
I, el. 29.15 


Heb. 2:7 


Sofq kat Tig tcot egavwoer) avTov 
Y. Eek. 74.233 


The substitution of eotepavwoey for eotepavwoac is 
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350 
probably an adjustment to context. The LXX has cotegavwoac at 
Ps. 3:6, 

II. ? eotegaywoev) cotegavwoac 
III. avtov] avtove 14319 


Heb, 2:8-9 

(8) mavta vretatac vnokatw tev moSuy avtov ...femt mepetat to] 
vuv S¢ ovdenw opmuev avtw Ta navta vrorernyueva 
(9) tov 8€ Boayy TL Tap ayyeAove NAaTTw@uEeOV BrAeToucY tnoovvy Sta 
To Tafqua tov Sovatov Sofn Kat TEUH COT EeQavapevoy 
I, Eel, 74,10 | . 

The insertion of €emt@epetat To indicetes thet Eusebius? 
New Testament was probably open, but it also indicates thet the 
omission (indiceted by ...) of cv yap tw vrotatat avtw Ta 
navTa ovdev agnkey avtw ayunoTaKtov was & conscious omission, 
rather then a variant in Eusebius’ New Testament. 
II. (8) ovdenw) ovrw 


III. (8) ta novta} om pd 


Heb, 3:14 
HETOXOL YaO TOV ypLoToOV yevyovaucy 
I. Eel. 230.26 

13 46 
II. Tov yptcotov yeyovayevy NABCDEHMP WV 016 Pap Pap 31 
33 69 162 255 256 263 462 467 1288 1739 1856 2127 
cod 

lat vg Or. Euthal. Gyr. ] yeyovayey tov yptotov 


XPLtoTov] Kuptov 256 2127 
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Heb, 4:12 
{[ © Yap AoYos Beov TOYXGVEL EVEPYNC COTLY Kab TOUwTEpoc vTEp 
nacav paxatpay Stotouoy] Stixvovuevocg ayps yeptcuov Woyne Kat 
TVY CUATOS 
I. Eel. 211.13 
(Sutxvovpevoc aypt ... mvevuatoc): Eel, 187.16 
Of the first thirteen words in the text, seven are involved 
in variants thet do not occur outside of Eusebius. This propor- 
is so high that the bracketed passage must be regarded as an ine 
exact memoriter citation. The remaining words are found twice 
in Eusebius, | | 
Aw wexns ‘RABCLP ‘ont 3 31 33 209 216 256 263 494 
456 642 1286 1610 1611 1739 1827 1837 fam.1873 1898 2005 
sor scr ser cod 
2127 »b a k vg Or. Ath, Gyr. Euthal. ] + te 
III. evepync)] evapync B 
Stunvovuevoc] Serxvupevog Dd 
axyptj aypic DE 1611 2005 {/  wpeypt 221 330 440 
491 823 
TvevuaTOoG] cmiatog 2 257 323 1022 1245 feam.1319 1891 


2401 


Heb, 4:14 


€yovtec ovy apysecpea weyav SterAnrAvGoTta Tove ovpavove moovy tov 


vioy tov 6eov 
I. ade. . 92.5 
(apyrepean eee @cov): C.H. goe2h 


(eyovTes ... ovpavov): Ecl. 54.26 (eyouev, due to manner 
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of quotation) 
(Allusion): H.E. 869.20, 882.4 (Both: o weyac Tav ohkwv 
apxrepevc) | 
Iii, weyav] ueye A 33 216 917 1245 1319 1799 1912 


Heb, 7324=25 
(24) o Be Sta To WEVELVY QUTOV €4¢ TOY atwva atapaBaTov ecyet Thy 
be pwovrny 
(25) o@ev nat owfety cbc to Navtexec Svvatat tove mpootovtac 84 
avTov Tw Gew mavtote Cwv €4c To €VTVYYAVELY UTED avTwY 
I. C.M. 34.24 
II. (25) mpoctovtec) npocepyoucvovc 
III. (24) repwevyny] sepa! er p* 

(25) kat] on. tg 
46 


Gwketv] owlet Pap 


Heb, 8:5 

() opa HOWMCELG Tavta Kata Tov tonoy tov Ser.yGevta coe ev tw 
opes [Tov te tepov AoYoU cageoTeEpoy eLTOVTOC] 
(&) ottivec vrodSetyuctt Kat oxea €XaTPEVvovy Twy eTOVOGY LwY 
is PE. 592.d.1 

(opa ... oper): HE. 28.46 

The omission of yap agrees with Ex. 25:40 in the LXX end 
Eusebius quotes this as from Exodus. On the other hand, Tavta ig 
Omitted in the LX: which has SeSewyyevov for SetySevta. Mores 
over, Eusebius frequently "quotes" the Old Testament from his New 
testament. Taken together with the fact that the omission is 


Supported by the versions for Hebrews, the evidence makes it seem 
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probable that the entire quotation comes from the New Testament, 


II. ¢datpevov] AatTpevoves 


bo ga 
opa lat vg cop arm aeth ) + yap 
ps, Tisch, 28 
wanyeens ikas. ) R&ABDEKLP al.plu.j TOLNONS 


i on, F. ap 
III. SesyOevta} SeryGevtay DE 


Heb. 11:24,26 

(24) meotet pwone pevyac YEVOREVOS Novynoato Aevyecbat viog bvya-~ 
TPOG Papaw ... 
(®) weslova TLOVTOY HYNOAUEVOS TwY aLvyuTToU Oncoavowy Tov over 
Stcyuoy Tov xptctov 
1. 48.7, 90,28 

(Allusion): H.E. 743.7 

The omission of verse 25 in Eusebius' New Testament is high 
iy improbeble. Its absence (whether in his New Testement or in 
the textual tradition of d&.T.) is no doubt due to the fact that 
verse 25 begins with wedkov and verse 26 with peitova, words 
which have the same initial letter end similar meanings. 


46 bo 
II. (26) asyvntov ADEKLP Pep b (ff) (vg) cop arm aeth 
t cod 59 
Glem Or. Chr, “uthal Thart. Thyphyl., and many others] — 


€v asyuntw 


III. (24) pwong] pwvons 





£8. The list of witnesses for the reading mowocerg its very 
incomplete; therefore the reading has been disregarded in analyz~ 
ing the text of Eusebius in Hebrews. 


29. The reading asyvntov is probebly significent,but the evi- 
gence is too incomplete to make use of the variant in analyzing 
Eusebius! text. 
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Heb, 11:37=38 


(37) eAtGacOncav enpricdnoay cr Povw Wayatoac aneBavov reptnrAdov 
€v unAwTatc €V aryetotc Sepuaesy voTepovucvots GAtBovuevon KaKkov— 
xovuevot | 
(38) ev cpnutatc tAavapevos Kat opeot Kat EMNAGLOLG Kab Tatc 
omate THC YAS (wv ovK NV aftoc Oo KoOCUOC) 
I. PE, 583.d.9 (One menuseript, 0, reads Kakoyovucvot in 
verse 37) 

Vs. 37 (mepinrdov vee Kakovyoupavos): C.M. 13.20 

¥s.38 (ev conutsatc ... emnrctotc): PS. 602.¢.1 ( om, 
TAGVwWUEVOL OTNAGLOLS + Stn Yor) 

At P,H, 583.4d.9 one manuscript reads kaxoyovuevot rather 
then Kaxovyovyevo.r in verse 37, This is the reading of a num 
ber of New Testament manuscripts: DEFGY 5 63369 98 177 181 
221 255 257 337 378 431 462 623 642 794 833 915 917 998 1311 
fam.1319 1738 1827 1845 1891 1898 2004, Some of these manu- 
seripts agree with Eusebius frequently. But the manuscript of 
P.E, which has this varlent is frequently faulty, and r«exovyov- 
wevot is found in C,H. as well as the other manuscripts of P,£, 

The violent alteration of word order in verse 38 is left in 
the text because no Eusebian reading was found containing the 
conventional order: of words, However, it appears likely tnat 
the change wes made by Eusebius in order to emphasize the hard- 
ships of the just by making the list of trials continuoug, The 
section is cited in ania” with & similar passage from Plato. 


III. (57) enpicdncav Pep 2 327 2423 lec.23 lec. 44 


es 
lec.53 sy J+ enespacdnoay 
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(38) ? ev ... ync wy ... © Kocuoc] wy ... © KooUOG ev... yne 
III. (37) OAsBouevot Kanovyovuevot] Kaxovyovuevos GALBouevos 
33 1319 

. 13 46 
OAwBouevor] GretBouevor Pap Pap 
Kakovyovuuevot) Kaxoyovupevot (See App. I) 
13 46 
(38) «vj emt RA Pap Pap 33 337 794 1175 1288 


2331 163% ‘Or, ct Pp 98 256 436 1912 


Hed, 11:39={40 

(39) uapTupnOevTEec OVK EKOULOaVTO Tac eTayyeAtac 
(40) Tov Gcov KpeLTTOY TL TEDL TUwWY TPOPACHaLEVOV bVa UN ywotG 
Nwy TEAC LW OWOLYY 
I. hel, 89.10 
Il. (39) pwatvondevtec]) + 58a THS TMLOTEwS 

Tac enoyyektag A O16 436 1022 1611 Or. Cyr] TH 
ermmayyeA tay 

bo 

(40)kopeu.tTov Te Teps Quay D b cop Or, J mEpt NHuwv 
KPELTTOV TE 
III. (39) paptvpn@evtec) + anne ome } 
(40) xpesttov] Kptittov Pap Pap 016 


46 
mpopAcyapevov] mpoPAeyouevot Pap 


Heb, 12:6 
ov yap overta Kveptoc Tatbeves paoTttyot Se ravta veov ov rapadeyetat 
I. P.E. 648.a.9, H.E. 873.5 (yptoto¢c for xvptoc, BO, not 
eritical text) 
46 
III. waotwyot Se navta viov ov napadexyetat)] om, Pap (due to 


homoioteleuton ) 
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Heb, 12: 22,23 

(22) mpoocednrvGete otwv Opes Kat ToAee Beov Cwvtoc LepovooAny 
cTOUpaviw Kat pvpLactY ayye\uy 
(23) nTavnyvpes nas EKKANGLA TPWTOTOKEY anovEeypanUEvaY cy oveavotc 
I. gE.f, 128.28, 152,28 

Ve. 22 (npocedndvOate ... emovpaviw) : P.M, 937.11, 22 

Allusion: H.E, 882,14 (confirms anoyeypauuevwy ev ovpavotc 
in Vs. 33) .. 
Ii. (23) amovyeypaupevay ev ovpavorc NACDP Pep 0121 6 31 
33 69 257 263 462 618 1022 41175 1288 fam .1319 1610 1739 
1908 1912 1944 2004 2125 lat veg eanrel ~ arm eeth Ign. 
or. uthale J ev ovpavorc anovyeyoauuerauy 
III. (22) osev] cetov pe 

kat] om. D a@ seth Hil. 

Lepovcealnu enovpaviw) eTovpayew tepovocknu D a 


pUpLacLY ayychav) pvpLeY aytov pe 


i Tia, 1:17 
Tw Se Beorrket Tay atwrav apOaptw aopaTw nove Bew 
I. G£.T. 133.20 
bo sa 

Il. wovw A*ADFGH® 31 33 69 2125 lat vz cop arm 
eeth Cyr. Thart, Tert. Novat. Ambrst] + cogw 

Ill. ag@aptw)] odavatw BY a £ ve aeth ert. 

aopetw)] + adervatw FG g Augh 


I Tim. 235 
€4G ‘Yap GEOG ELC Kab PEOLTHS Beov Kat avOpwruy avOpwrog enoovg 


XPLoToOS 
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1, G&.T. 130.24 (om, YaP ), CM. 7.17 (yapt oO), 31.2 (yap + 0, 
XPLOTOG tNoovsc) 

Allusions: C.M, 7.32, 8.8, 8.16 (0 coc) 

The frequent addition of © before ®€0¢ is probably aue to 
Eusebius’ desire to distinguish clearly between 9%€0¢ ang meoemnc. 
Ii. snoove yptotoc (gus, 2:1) 103 216 223 234 337 425 460) 
XPLOTOS bNGOVE (Kus, 1:2) 


Til. €t¢ was] war esq 241 323 876 / om, at 1845 


X Tim, 3215 


HTC COTLY EKKANOLA Geov Cuavtog oTVAOG Kat eSpatmpa THE adrnOetac 


Ie H,e, 864,18 


I Tim. 6:23 
OALYw OLVw yPw Ska TOV OTOWAYOY GOV Kab Tog TUKVaC CoV acbevetac 


I, ¥P.B. 599.¢.8 

II]. oAtyw otvw) obvw oALyw — / Oty OALYOY p 

Til. cov) om. rapep 0121 33 98 323 1288 1739 #41838 4 
Kot} + Sta FG ¢ 


mvKVac] ToMKVac 2412 


I Tim. 6:15 
O poKapLoc Kat povoc SvvaoTnc 


I. aE.T, 233.18 


I Tim. 6:16 
© uOvog cywv alavactay YoC OLKwY anpootTov ov erbev ovbertc ovde 
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i (Oypovoc ... ampoottov): di. 7, 133.19 
| (pwg ... Svvatar): ae. Tt, 82.2 
(woveg exetvy adavactav): dE.T, 86.22 
(Pw OtKwY ampooitov): GE.T, 92.23 
II. ovée1¢] + avOpwnwyv 
III. eOovactav) + na, DFE* 


erdev) sSev AP Did. Dan. 


| II Tim. 1:16, 18 
(16) dwn 0 KupLog eACog Tw ovnoLgocov otmw ... [kot] ... 
(18) 6wn avtw evpetv eheog mapa xuptov ev exeiyy Th) Rucoa 
I. Eel. 16.25 
Eusebius intentionally omitted the section marked ... Kate... 
II. (16) o Kvptoc eXeog 1 33 209 326 1908 May arm Or, 
Bas. J] ekeog o xvptoc / ¢heog 1319 
(18) avtw (without o Kvptoc)} + o Kvptoc 
IlI. (18) eAcoc] edeov > (E)K 122 177 460 623 794 917 
919 920 1891 
KUPLOV] KvOLm D> ¥ 1908 Chr, Thdrt. / Oem DE 
de fom P 241 Tert. 
€v €Ketvyn TH Hucpa] ey TH Nuecpa exetvyn DE de 


II Tim. 2:11-12 
(11) msctoc o Royoc €4 yap ovvancBavoucy Kat ovlnoouer 
(12) €& vroucvoucy cas ouuBactrdcvooucy 
I. C.M. 34.6 
III. (11) Aoyoo]) + Kat macnc anoSoyng attoc 206 429 1311 
1759. 1799 Mg 
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LtSf O88 90S sii 


yop] + kes 31 69 635 

ovln(couev)] ovven(couev) RACDEFGP 1: 181 203 255 
$06 623 1175 1288 fem.1319 1836 1898 

{(ov{n)oouev] (ovtn)owey ACLP 69 104 181 263 326 
378 383 440 623 1836 1845 1898 1912 2004 


II, Tim, 4:6 

eyw yap non onevSouat Kat o Katpoc the (avadvoews ov) eveotnKey 
I, HB, 164.3 

fhe reading avakvocws pov is found only in B of H.E.; all 
other manuscripts of H.E, have eunc avedvoewc. Since a clear 
choice must be made between an early reading and a Byzantine 
reading, the text thooses the reading of B against Schwartz. 
Tischendorf claims three manuscripts of H.Z, in agreement with 
the reading adopted. 
II. 2% avakvowuc uov (Bus. ) RNACDEFGP 5 31 33 69 98 104 
£55 256 263 330 623 1175 1288 #41739 1ss2e 1908 1912 arm 

i cod prolog 

Ath, Ephr. “uthal Euthal ] eunc avakvoewe 


ATER DM 
Kus, ) 


Tq Tim, 4:16-17 
(16) ev TH mpwTn nov amodoyta ovdete uot napevyeveTto ako trav- 
TEG UC EYKOTEAUTOV UN avToLc AoyLosEetn 
(17) © &€ KVpLOg pot TapeoTN Kat eveSvvayuwcev pe: two St enov 
TO anpidvile TANPOPOPNEN Kat akOvowoL TravTa Ta €Ovy Kat Eoovoeny 


€x oTouatoc ACcovToc 
I. Ves, 16-17: H.E, 162,15 ( Vs. 17, you foryoy in one 


manuscript) 
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¥a. 47 (10 qnpvyue To St avtov nmrAnpwbein eppvodnvy ex 
OTopaTo¢c Acovtac): H.E, 162.21 
Vs. 17 (Kar eppveOnv cx otowetoc Acovtoc): HVE. 162.25 
II. (16) wapeyevero aacrG 33 326 489 623 920 1739 2143 
ser prolog 
k . Chr. Euthal. ] ovunapeyeveto 
(17) aKovowsr NAC DEFGP 6 33 241 256 863 323 330 
436 462 1837 1852 1912 mae ] axovon 
1II. (16) pe] om, 1739 
evyKat(eXtrov)] eveat(eXtrorv) RDePS 
(eyKat)eAtrov] (eynat)eXctrov acy BOLD 98 104 326 
337 623 917 #920 1022 1175 41311 fam.1319 1836 1874 
cae 
(17) mAnpogopndyn] mAnpw8n FG O56 98 256 462 489 1288 
scr proloeg cod 
1891 1927" k Euthél . 
eppvobny ] eovodny NAG O12 Bl 69 104 %226 917 1175 


o23 1827 


1268 1739 1912 / <¢ppvoaTo pu 
8 prolog 


€ 
H.E., @ cr 
pot] pov (us. } o Euthal 


/ om, A 
It Tim. 4:18 

[Acovtoc}] (18) pvoetat HE © KUPLOG amo TMavTOG <€pyoU ToYNpOU Kat 

Owoes CL THY BactAcLaY evTOV THY eMOVpaYLoV 

I. H.E. 162.26 (Aecovto¢g from II Tim, 4:17 shich is also cited 

here) 

II. (Acovtoc) RaAcD® 6 33 98 104 424 436 1175 1288 

1739 1912 iat vg doe arm Chr. semeeh: 3 + Kab 

III. pvoetat]) <pypeere FGdefg veg 


avtov]}] €avtov Dp FG 
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